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Hajor elements of the Florida Parent Education Follow

Through Program are: (1) training mothers (two to each classroom) in
the role of combined parent educator and teacher auxiliary; (2)
training the teacher to use paraprofessional personnel; (3)
developing materials for family use which take into account not only
the school's goals for the child, but also, and equally, the family's
expectations, goals, life style, and value system; and, (4) involving
the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the prograas. In 11
conmunities, intervention contact focused on parents but also
involved teachers, students, parent educators, community progranm
coordinators, and consultants. Community personnel participated in
five workshops which encouraged each comaunity's independence,
responsibility for self-evaluation, and the development of effective
use of the program advisory committee (PAC). Inservice prograa
support was supplied by liaison officers and consultants froa the
University of Plorida. Inservicz training materials were developed,
and 422 home learning tasks were performed in two Alachua County,
FPlorida, elementary schools for use in the 11 communities. Pretest
and posttest data was collected using a variety of test and report
measures; results appeared to indicate that basic objectives were net
for this year. Data results on parents, children, teachers, parent
educators, home visits, and home learning activities, are contained
in the appendixes. (SDH)
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I. Rationale

A considerable body of research literature indicates that a major
source of a student's pattern of achievement and motives for achievement,
as well as his personality structure, is thé home in which he grows up.
The behavior and attitudes of his parents, as well as the nature of the
physical setting and materials provided, have a direct impact on his
behavior before and during the school years. In particular, three
elements of the home may be categorized: demographic factors (housing,
income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and emotional factors.

The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of academic
guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the
parents, the cultural activities they provide, the amount of direct
instruction they engage in, their educational aspirations, their language
structure, the frequency of language interaction, and the intellectuality
they provide such as in books, magazines, and the like.

"The parental emotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency
of management and disciplinary patterns, the parents' own emotional
security and self-esteem, their belief in internal versus external control
of the environment, their own impulsivity, their attitudes toward school,
the willingness to devote time to their children, and their patterns of
work (Gordon, 1968, 1970). If these factors do contribute to child
performance, then one phase of the educational program should be the

education of parents to be aware of and use their talents to increase the

/5
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achicvement motivation, intellectual behavior, and self-esteem of the
child. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program, therefore,

was designed to work directly in the home, so that the home situation
might lead to better school and life performance. Most parents are good
parents, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes
for them. All parents can continue to grow and learn ways to work with
their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Program
assumes that parents are adequate; it is designed to enhance this adequacy.

Not all of the child's behavior, obviously, is a function of the
home. The school itself plays an integral role in the intellectual and
personality development of the child. The nature of the curriculum, the
mode of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only
immediate behavior but also patterns of behavior for the future. Any
program of compensatory education needs to work not only in the home but
also in the school. The Florida Program, therefore, provides.ways of
changing the classroom organization, teaching patterns, and influencing
the curriculum in a Follow Through classroom through (1) the use of
paraprofessionals and, (2) the development, by the teaching team (teachers
and paraprofessionals) of appropriate home learning activities growing
out of the classroom program, and the parents' desires and needs.

The program emphasis is on (1) the development of nonprofessionals
as parent educators, and as effective participants in the classroom
teaching process; (2) the development of appropriate instructional tasks
which can be carried from the school into the home to establish a more
effective home learning environment; and, (3) the development of parents

as partners in the educational program for their children. Our belief is
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that the most effective program for children creates a partnership between
‘ home and school. The goals are to bring about changes in the learning
environments, both home and school, so that the child's intellectual and
affective development will be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key

elements of the program are as follows:

Key Flements

Major elements of the program are (1) the training of mothers (two
to each classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and teacher
auxiliary; (2) training the teacher in the use of paraprofessional person-
nel; (3) development of materials for family use which take into account
not only the school's goals for the child, but also, and equally, the
family's expectations, goals, life style and value system; and, (4)
involvement of the Policy Advisory Committee in all phases of the program.

Both teacﬂer and parent educator are taught procedures for the
development of teaching tasks. The parent education activity consists
of periodic (preferably once a week) home visits in which the major
activity is the demonstration and teaching of the mother in tasks that
have been devised in school to increase the child's intellectual competende'
and personal and social development. A set of criteria (Appendix A)
are used by the teaching team in both the development and assessment
of their materials. Responsibility for curriculum development rests in
the local community. In each community, a librarylof activities has
been developed which can be used by any Follow Through teacher, regardless
of grade level, when the activity matches the child and home. A learning
activity (task) may be used for many children, or may fit just a few.

These tasks are developed to enhance not only the cognitive or academic
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development of the child, but also to strengthen the parent-child bond,

to involve siblings, both older and younger, in the Follow Through child's
learning. They are not '"homework,'" but game-type supplements. They are
not designed as "remedial work" nor are they to be seen as serving "problem"
children. They are for all children in the Follow Through classroom.

As a part of the demonstration in teaching, the parent educator helps the
parent understand the purposes of each task, how to perform it, and how

to estimate the ability of the child to complete the task. But tasks are
not a one-way street. The parent educator not only encourages the parents
“to develop their own adaptations of the material,. she also actively
solicits from the parents their ideas about activities which have worked
for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about
schooling. These, in turn, are used by the Follow_Through teachers and
parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given

to parent-originators. In this fashion the school is influenced by the
home, and the parent is enhanced.

The parent educator also serves as the first line liaison person
between the Follow Through program and the hume. She serves as a referral
agent for medical, dental, psychological and social servicés, by informing
the mother of the existence of-such services and, depending upon the
community, establishing the contact between the home and a representative
of these services. This requires that the parent educator understand the
nature of other Follow Through and community services in addition to
understanding her role in the task area. She also informs the parents
about PAC meetings and other school functions, and encourages involvement
not only in task development, but in the whole range of community-school

relationships.
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In the school, the parent educator serves as a teacher auxiliary
‘ implementing instructional activities through working with individuals
or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florida
Program is the recognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the
teaching team. Under supervision, parent educators perform a wide range
of activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping,
élerical or child care duties. Basic to the crecation of sound home
learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and his behavior in the
classroom. By working with the children on school activities, the parent
educator comes to know them. She thus can, after planning with the teacher,
inform parents about the progress of the child.

The parent educator spends about half her time in home visits; her
load being half the families in the class. Her remaining time is spent
at school, working in the classroom, planning with the teacher, reporting
to the teacher about her visits, and participating in inservice education.
In several communities, organized staff development programs in local

5“'£,4institutions of higher education offer the paraprofessional additional
G
;s

Y

opportunities for personal career development.
A key person in the program is the classroom teacher. She supervises

LY

E§:> the classroom work of the parent educator and assists her in planning and
. implementing the parent education activities. She, with the assistance
of the parent educators, develops and selects the home learning tasks.
‘::-‘ She briefs the parent educator before the visits, and receives her report
after. In order to perform these duties, the teacher needs additional

planning time, and many of the communities have built such time into

their schedules. Further, the teacher receives effective technical help
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from a second or third adult in the classroom in carryihg out the
general goal of reaching each child. She finds that there is increased
parent understanding and support for her efforts. She also learns
ways to work with other adults which increase her professioﬁal competence.
Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the class-
room, but to take part in working with children in the room. Parents
are not seen as gbservers or bystanders, but as people who can contribute
to the education of all children. Thus, in a room the teacher may
have several adults carrying out a variety of learning activities. She
becomes, thén, better able to assess and meet individual needs because
she is freed from the tyranny of large class instruction, and from the
myth that children only learn when the teacher is teaching. She learns,
through the creation of all home materials, ways to reorganize her class-
room for individual and small group learning.
The community appoints a full-time coordinator who is responsible
for all components of the Follow Through program. The coordinator
attends the workshop at the University of Florida and works closely

with the program sponsor in implementing the Florida components.

II. Specific Program Goals

As stated above, we seek changes in the learning environments
and in children. The changes we seek in learning environments are in
adult behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting.
Specifically, we aim for changeé in:

1. For parents.

a. Increase parents' use of desirable teaching behaviors in
the instruction of their children.
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Increase or maintain at a high level the use of time
spent with the child on educational recreational activities.

Increase o~ maintain at a high level the use of library
community resources, reading materials in the home,

Increase or maintain at a high level attendance and
participation in school and class functions.

Increase or maintain at a high level the amount of family
centered activities.

Maintain a high level of expectation for academic achievement
for child.

Raise or maintain at a high level the parents' feelings
of interpersonal adequacy, competence.

Increase or maintain at a high level parents' skill in
relating to school, participating in PAC.

Increase or maintain at a high level the feelihgs of
control over the educational life of the child.

children.

Raise or maintain at a high level the level of self-esteem.

. Increase or maintain at a high level cognitive development,

ability to ask questions, to know evidence, manipulate
materials, use abstract language, solve concrete problems,
organize information.

Increase or maintain at a high level increase achievement
motivation.

Increase or maintain at a high level acceptance and
identity with one's social (ethnic) group.

Increase and maintain at a high level respect for and
acceptance for other children, other ethnic and social
groups. '

Increase or maintain at a high level initiative and
self-direction.

classroom and school.
Increase or maintain at a high level teachers' skill in

classroom management of other adults (paraprofessionals
and parents).
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b. Increasc the teachers' skill in constructing focused
curriculum materials (home learning tasks) and use of
. desirable teaching behaviors.

c. More individualized instruction through usc of other
adults, and home learning tasks.

d. Develop differentiated staffing.

e. Increase parent educator's skill in using desirable
teaching behaviors in working with parents.

f. Increase parent educator's time in working W1th individual
children and small groups.

g. Increase parent educator's skill in planning with teacher
for both home and school.

h. Increase oc maintain at a high level parent educator's
self-esteem and sense of internal control.

i. Help teachers' morale.

j. Provide a model of home-school relationships for subsequent
use in the school system.

It will be noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes
are not only in home but in school, and in the relationship between

them.

III. Procedures
A. Training Programs
1. Five workshops were held on the campus of the University
of Florida, using EPDA funds, in the summer of 1972. Drs. Breivogel
and Greenwood directed these workshops.

The major goal of the 1972 workshops was to prepare personnel in
the eleven communities adopting the Florida Pafent Education Follow
Through Model to implement the USOE's proposed Five Year Plan--which
never materialized. To implement the Five‘Year Plan it was necessary

to prepare personnel in the eleven communities to become '"trainers of
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others." A major portion of the five workshops was designed to do
. the following: (1) help communitics see themselves as demonstration
centers of the Florida Model for people in their own and neighboring
states; (2) to carry out this objective (#1) to make them more independent
and self-sufficient materials and videotape modules were demonstrated
and feedback was required; (3) to prepare personnel to become more
responsible for evaluation of their own program; and (4) PAC was a
key element in ail the workshops--how to help PAC become more effective
in each community.

The first workshop was designed for coordinators and PAC chairmen.
A basic procedure which was used in previous summer workshops was followed:
review the previous years' progress in the communities and plan for
the cominé year. The major concern in this first workshop was for
implementation of the Five Year Plan. In the four workshops which
followed details were given about the Five Year Plan and the implications
of implementation; The following questions were asked:

1. What parts of the Florida Model can you continue in your community?

2. Costs?

3. What will Florida's role be?

4. VWhat role are you willing to take?

5. Will communities agree to serve as demonstration centers?

6. Will Coordinators agree to serve as consultants?

7. What are the essentials of the model?

8. ihat are local school situations governing the above?
Videotape training modules were used and the following questions were

asked:
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’ 1. Can you use this module in your community workshops?

2. Do you think another community, not knowing anything about
Follow 'Through, could use this material in a workshop?

3. What should be modified, changed, or added into this module?

4. What kinds of inscrvice training materials need to be developed
both locally and at the University of Florida?

Lists of teacher, parent educator, team leader, and task specialist:
competencies weré distributed and examined in terms of the following:

1. Implications for inservice training.

2. Information for public relat®ons.

3. Disseﬁination to new projects.

The sgéond workshop was for task specialists.. In previous years
the workshops for task specialists were designed to teach them the
techniques of developing tasks. This workshop (1972) concentrated on
developing the task specialist as a trainer of others. The objectives
were: (1) to prepare the task specialist to teach others to develop and
write a task; (2) to learn to use the criteria for knowing when you had
a good task; (3) how to teach a task to the mother--use of DTB's; (4) the
emerging role of a task specialist.

~There also was additional training given to the—task specialists to
help them learn to develop tasks.

In summary, the preceding points were presented to task specialists:

1. Role of task specialist.

2. Teaching others to tell a good task.

3. Teaching others to write a good task.

4. Teaching others to teach a task.

' 5. How to work with PAC curriculum committee on home learning materials.
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Confcrences with individual task specialists.
Desirable Teaching Behaviors.
Evaluation of PE performance and tasks (by parents, etc.).

Teaching teachers how to plan for the development and teaching
of tasks.

Emerging role of taék specialist.

The third workshop was for principals and focused on their role in

the Follow Through program. In this workshop the following topics were

presented:

1.

Principal's role in integrating program into the school.

(Principal as a key to the success of the program.)

(a) Orientation to the model.

(b) Five Year Plan (use of Title I money).

(c) Accountability.

(d) Evaluation (local responsibility)

(e) Sharing of Florida data and our impression of program
effectiveness.

Administrators Relationship to Program Personnel. (Example:
Relationship to project coordinator, task specialist, compre-
hensive services, PAC, and identification of issues that
principals wish to discuss during the workshop.)

Issues Related to the Classroom: What is the principal's

responsibility in the following areas?

(a) Planning time.

(b) Classroom volunteers.

(c) Classroom activities.

(d) Interpersonal relations in the classroom--Teacher-PE role
relations (who should handle these, etc.).

(e) Rewards for teachers.

(f) Principal's role in social reinforcement.

(g) Use of PE as teaching assistant.

(h) Use of Follow Through classroom as dumping ground for
problem children.

(i) Use of psychological services component of comprehensive
services in classroom.

(j) Use of local resources to handle curriculum and instruction
issues. .

(k) Use of PE as substitute teacher.

(1) Follow Through teacher role description.

Home Visitation Issue: What is the principal's responsibility?
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(a) Should principal go on home visits with PE?

(b) Administrative procedures for PEs in terms of their
reporting in on time, calling in when late, etc.

(c) PE use of teacher lounge?

(d) PE attend faculty meeting?

(e) Salary schedule as incentive for PE.

(f) Creating supportive atmospherc. (Example: getting to
know PE, inclusion in meetings, some knowledge of their
job or interest in their job, asking for PE's opinion, etc.).

(g) Contingency management--social and non-social.

(h) PE role with regard to home visit.

(i) Tasks and Desirable Teaching Behaviors.

(j) Data collected and reported by PE. How is it used? Should
the principal check with parent educator regarding how many
visits are completed successfully?

Parent Relations: What is the principal's responsibility?
(a) Importance of parent involvement.

(b) PAC committee relations.

(c) PAC--what is principal's role?

(d) Good local press--newspapers, radio, TV.

School as a demonstration site:

(a) What is it going to do to your program?

(b) Are you willing to have your building serve as a demonstration
site?

(c) Administrative procedures for dealing with visitors in school.

(d) How many visitors per month to see the Follow Through program
seems reasonable?

(e) Who in the Follow Through program will do this--hiring of
public relations person (for example: graduate student in
residence), development of demonstration materials, schedul-
ing, visiting of Follow Through classrooms, making of home
visits, etc.?

(f) Demonstration to another principal--develop a Follow Through
principal role description.

Evaluation: What does it mean to the principal?

(a) Necessary for local evaluation effort.

(b) Difference between research and evaluation.

(c) Evaluation of PE and evaluation of tasks.

(d) Interviewing technique as one way o looking at program,
PEs, and tasks affect on parents.

(e) Task check ideas using the critical incidence recording
approach.

(f) Performance based approach to teacher and PE evaluation:
how and why?

Inservice Training: What is the principal's role?

(a) What is the best way to conduct inservice meetings to
implement the model? (lLarge group vs. small group or teams).

(b) “Going on home visits as an inservice training technique.
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(¢) who should conduct inservice training?

(d) Role description of team leader and task specialist.
' How will they continue training in the local community?
(e) Use of inservice training materials.

(f) Scheduling for inservice training.

9: Summary: What is the role of a Follow Through principal based
on the discussion of the previous topics?

The fourth workshop was for Facilitator/Trainers--those people in the
local community who would be responsible for explaining the program to
visitors and training those people who adopted the program.

The following topics were presented:

1. Role of Facilitator Trainer:

(a) Conduct workshops.
(b) Work with new teachers and PEs.
(c) Demonstration center duties (mention local evaluation press).

2. Role Definition of Follow Through Teacher and PE.

3. Human relations--Teacher and PE Role, Communications.

4. Lists of skills--Role of Follow Through Teacher and PE.

5. Training Issues Related to the Classroom.

(a) Teaching teachers how to plan.
(b) Teaching teachers how to manage the classroom.
(c) Promoting human relations between teacher and PE.
6. Training Issues Related to Home Visits.
(a) Teaching others to tell a good task.
(b) Teaching others to write a good task.
(c) Teaching others to plan for a home visit.
(d) Teaching others to teach a task.
(e) Promoting human relations between PEs and parents.
(f) '"Overview of Home Visit Cycle'" module.
7. Parent Relations.
8. Emphasis on Local Evaluation.
(a) Standardized Achievement tests--are they the answer?
(b) DIBs.
(c) Anecdotal record type of task evaluation.

9. Emerging Role of Facilitator Trainer--role definition.

The fifth workshop was for teachers and parent educators from the

. Alachua EPDA sponsored academic year project. The following topics were
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presented:
. 1. Review of parent interview data.
2. Role of Follow Through Teacher and PE.
Development of Evaluation Criteria.

4, Overview of Home Visit Cycle.

5. Feedback on evaluation criteria and methods of evaluation.
6. Classroom contracts using evaluation criteria.
7. Plan for planning--work out weekly schedule.
8. Module on Developing Tasks.

9. Classroom Management.
10. Paraprofessional classroom teaching skills.
11. Parent Relations--PAC.

12. Use of classroom volunteers.

13. Reaching hard to visit, resistant parents. Identifying these
parents and generating techniques for working with them.

Summary

Our major concern during the 1972 summer workshops was: How to
implement the USOE,Five Year Plan--a plan devised by the USOE to permit
comnunities to use Title I money to adopt/adapt the Florida Parent
EduCation Follow Through Model. The projected Five }ear Plan never
materialized. However, the planning and programming that the Model
sponsor did for these summer workshops did focus on what is to come

' eventually with the end of federal funding--an end of the Model sponsor

continuing relationship with the eleven communities which have adppted
our Follow Through model; and the community confronted with the decision
as to how to continue the Model without federal funds.

In each of the previous summer workshops we kept adding people in

different roles. In summer 1972, we put it all together. We had the
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ccordinators, PAC chairmen, teachers, parcnt educators, task specialists

who are basic to the Model and we were ablc to get an excellent response

from our principals--without whose help the program just about floats along
or sinks. Evaluation elements always were present in all of our previous
workshops but with the USOE turning over more responsibility to the local
community--and the Model sponsor--we focused more directly on the evaluations
role of the locai community and the Model sponsor. We were able to get the
evaluation people from each of our 11 communities to come to Florida.

In conclusion, we believe the workshops have demonstrated a unique
working relationship between granting agencies. Follow Through funds
helped the Model sponsor and the communities to adopt the Florida Model--
EPDA funds helped train the people necessary o implement the Model.

2. On-site workshops, of one week's duration, were held in each
community for all Follow Through personnel (including comprehensive
services staff). The administrators, teachers, parent educatqrs, PAC
chairmen and members who were at the University of Florida workshops
served as a training staff cadre for the on-site workshops. One of the
following Florida faculty served as a consultant in the listed community

for at least two days:

Chattanooga : * Dr. W. Ware August 21-25
Houston Dr. J. Newell August 18-19
Jacksonville Dr. S. Hoffman §& August 29,
Dr. G. Greenwood November 28-29, 28-30
Jonesboran Dr. S. Hoffman September 18-19
Lac du Flambeau Dr. E. Jester ' August 22-25
~ Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood August 21-22
Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh August 30-31
Richmond Dr. W. Breivogel & August 14-15,
. Dr. H. Bessent August 17-18
Tampa Dr. S. Hoffman § August 14-15, 16
Dr. F. Ebbeck
Winnsboro Dr. D. Bernard, August 6-7, 7-8, 10
. ' Dr. J. Litcher, §
. Dr. H. Fillmer
I

Yakima Dr. I. Gordon August 14-18
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The program of the local, on-site workshop was designed to replicate
insofar as possible the Florida workshop. Specific training was provided
in: task devclopment, home visiting, teacher-parent educator roles,
observational and interview procedures for the parent educator toluse in
home visits (see HER and PEWR in Appendix 8) and local procedures for
linkage between the educationa® component, comprehensive services , and
PAC activities. -It is not assumed that the program is ready to be fully
implemented at termination of the workshop in new classrooms. We see the
program as developmental throughout the fkar. The workshops are designed
to enhance the skill of people who have been involved and to provide the
entry skills for those for whom it is the first year.

B. In-service Program Support

1. Each community has a liaison officer. He is in constant
communication with the community, and arranges for the consultant's visit,
briefs the consultant on the local situation, and then reccives a report
from him about his trip.

The liaison officer's role is a critical one, since to a great
degrec our program is responsive to local conditions. Each liaison
officer is a-full-time regular faculty member of the College of Education,
. University of Florida, who is released by this department from teaching
one course during the academic year for this responsibility. (Normal
course load in Foundations is seven (7) five-hour courses; in Elementary
Education, eight (8) foﬁr—hour courses). He is a basic member of the
policy and administrative team. The liaison officers and consultants
meet regularly as a '"Follow Through group" to discuss the overall program,
issues and problems of each community, plans for the future. This

organization means that the Florida Program is a basic commitment of the
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Research and Developnent program of the College of Education, with
strong implications for teacher education. The liaison officers are

listed below:

Comnunity Liaison Officer Rank Department
Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware Asst. Prof. Foundations
Hous ton Dr. J. Newell Professor Foundations
Jacksonville Dr. J. Newell Professor Foundations

- Jonesboro Dr. A. Packer Assoc. Prof. Elementary
Lac du Flambeau - Dr. E. Jester Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh Asst. Prof. Foundations
Richmond Dr. W. Breivogel Asst. Prof. Elementary
Tampa Dr. J. Litcher - Asst. Prof. Elementary
Winnsboro Dr. J. Litcher Asst. Prof. Elementary
Yakima Dr. L. Kaplan Professor Elementary

2. We provide two days of consultant service a month to the
local community (see Appendix 9 which describes the basic ingredients
of the consultant visit). The consultant schedule of visits made follows.
It will be noted that the pattern of visits varies by community, and
that "two days a month" is a guide. In communities such as Yakima
and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well as locai needs dictated a different
pattern. The communities and liaison officers develop the best local
approach.

3. During 1972-73, videotapes were again used.as a part of the
inservice training procedure. Each community was asked to send to the
sponsor one videotape each month depicting teacher-parent educator planning
sessions, home visits, follow-up sessions after home visits, or sponsor
related classroom episode. Feedback on these videotapes was provided in
one of two ways: (1) the next consultant returned the tape to the
comnunity and discussed its contents during his visit, or (2) the liaison

officer communicated the feedback information by letter.
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In addition to videotapes, each community sent copies of its home
learning activities, the weekly observation reports of parent educators,
and attitude and questionnairc information about the home. These data
are used for program evaluation and to assist in planning‘inservice
training. Computer printouts of Parent Educator Weekly Report data
provide the basic feedback during the year. These printouts contain
such information as: (1) percentage of possible home visits that are
completed, (2) percentage of parents workirng in the classroom, and (3)
percentage of home learning activities being used which were developed
by parents. These data plus feedback data on pre- and post-testing are
provided to the community both by mail and during inservice visits. All
of these materials are explained to the Policy Advisory Committee, and
no data are collectedlwhich have ﬁot been reviewed by that committee.

The program sponsor, the local education agency, and the parents
are seen as a partnership team in which information flows back and forth,
with the main objective being to enhance the total development of the
.child. Curriculum content decisions are entirely the prerogative of
the local community. The program sponsor attempts to enable teachers
and parent educators to translate their content goals into éffective
learning materials to be used at home and in school to achieve what it
is the parents and school wish to achieve.

The program sponsor, through continuous contact, strives to keep all
elements of the program on target, and to facilitate the development of
the program. The role of the Institute is more than consulting services;
it provides direction, support, and information, as well as some elements
of the evaluation program. Within the framework of the program, however,

there is considerable flexibility to meet community needs.
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4. 1In the area of leédership of the Florida Parent Education

Follow Through Program, 1972-73 was a year of transition. As Dr. Ira J.
Gordon would be on sabbatical leave during 1973-74, he worked closely
with and gradually turned the leadership over to the three persons who
would direct the program during his absence, Dr. Gordon Greenwood, ®
Dr. William Ware, and Dr. William Breivogel, with Dr. Greenwood assuming
the major role. .The position of Project Manager was filled by Pat Olmsted
who supervised all Follow Through personnel and coordinated the flow of
data between the commuhities and the sponsor. The central office staff
also consisted of Steve Sledjeski (half-time research associate), a
doctoral student in Educational Psychology; Ken Loose (third-time graduate
assistant); a doctoral student in Secondary Education; Fred Clyne
(third-time graduate assistant), a graduate student in Music; Mrs. Diane
Beck (full-time secretary); and student assistants and non-academic
personnel for data processing.

C. Sponsor Research and Development

Local developmental activities were conducted in two elementary

schools containing approximately 35% low income population in Alachua
County, Florida (of which Gainesville is the county seat). Dr. G. Greén-
wood served as project director of this activity and he and Dr. W. F.
Breivogel were able to ekpand the scope and size of the developmental
effort by obtaining EPDA funds. The combined Follow Through and EPDA
monies permitted the placement of 28 parent educators in 22 K-6 classrooms
as follows:

1. One school continued seven experimental classrooms with two

" parent educators in each classroom 1-6 (K was team taught by

two teachers and contained two parent educators) and seven
comparison classrooms, K-6;
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2. A second school used a team teaching approach with one parent
educator per classroom, K-5 (three parent educators at K-2,
. two at 3-4, and one at 5);

3. A third school provided one comparison classroom per grade
level, K-4.

Specifically, the Alachua County R § D operation focused upon the
following activities:

1. The development of inservice training materials for staff
development in implementing the program;

2. The development and testing of actual sample task materials
for distribution to Florida Follow Through communities;

3. The deveiopment of new assessment materials to measure the

impact of the Florida Program and to point to possible new
directions; and,

4. The demonstration of the Florida Program to 6bservers along

w with the opportunity for participation in the classroom by
parents, prospective parent educators, prospective teachers,
etc.

The 1972-73 school year was the second year of operation for the
Alachua County Program and, due to termination of EPDA funding, will be
the last. Its accomplishments during the two years include the following:

1. Inservice materials development produced one film (in cooperation
with Teacher Corps); five videotape modules, and one set of slides. The
latter was designed to present an overview of the Florida Model. The film
is a 15-minute color production called '"Home and School--Getting Together"
depicting the goals of the Model. Videotape modules were developed around
the following topics:

a. '"Overview of the Home Visit Cycle'"
b. "Teacher-Parent Educator Home Visit Planning Conference"

c. "A Demonstration of PAC Organizational Meeting'"

d. "Effective Use of Paraprofessionals in the Classroom'
(in cooperation with Teacher Corps)

‘ _ e. "The Seven Desirable Teaching Behaviors"
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Guides have been developed to accompany the first two modules
(Appendix 10).

2. At least 422 (n=228 in 1972-73) sample home learning tasks
were developed, tested and disseminated to regular Follow Through
communities. PEWR data indicates that during 1972-73 Alachua County
tasks were sent into quaiified homes in our regular communities 19,494 °
times (3,744 out of 6,379 homes) and into non-qualified homes 4,762 times
(1,328 out of 2,430 homes). Such tasks were used by both Florida consul-
tants and local task specialists as examples of good tasks during
inservice training sessions. |

3. Several new assessment instruments were developed or tried out
in Alachua County (Appendix 11):

a. An interview schedule which was used to assess parent
attitudes toward the program on a home interview basis;

b. A questionnaire which was sent to all project coordinators
and parent educators to assess changes in parent educators
-as a result of their participation in the program;

c. A PAC activities questionnaire which was sent to each
PAC to obtain information on the kind and extent of PAC
activities during the school year.

d. Teacher and parent educator conference guides were
developed from role descriptions tn focus evaluational
conferences tetween teachers and parent educators upon
role periormances and self-evaluation,

e. The Consultants Home Visit Observation Report was designed
to permit consultants and local staff to evaluate the
performance of a parent educator in making a home visit.

f. An instrument entitled the Purdue Elementary Problem Solving
Inventory was examined and tried out (and ultimately
rejected) as a possible substitute for the Cincinnati
Autonomy Test Battery.

g. The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery, a measure of auton-
omous functioning in pupil problem solving was tried out
- and data collectors were trained to visit regular communities.
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h. 'The Mother as Teacher instrument, which was developed
to assess changes in teaching behavior of parents, was
tried out and tested in Alachua County.
4, At a demonstration site, the Alachua County Project was
visitﬁd by a Florida House of Representatives member and his research
advisor, the Dean of the College of Education at the University of Florida,
members of a citizens lay committee on education, the director of an
early childhood center in Utah, a consultant in earlv childhood behavior
from Michigan, a primary supervisor and assistant superintendent from
Arizona, a social worker from New York, the director of an ARC funded
program in Ohio that eventually implemented thc Florida Model, two college
professors from Australia, a superintendent and principal from Arkansas,
six doctoral students from the University of Georgia, .nd a director of
federal programs, a member of a CAA Executive Board, and a school psychol-
ogist from Florida. In addition, graduate and undergraduate students
enrolled in courses at the College of Education and participants in two
federally funded projects made home visits with parent educators and
visited the project.
In addition, the Alachua County Project influenced the development
of the Florida Model in other ways: |
1. We now feel that it is possible to implement the model in
grades 4-6 because of our successful experience in Alachua
County.
2. We have a better understanding of the kind of administrative
and inservice training support that is necessary for success-

ful model implementation since we "learned by doing" ourselves.

3. Wec werc able to compare a one parent educator per classroom
operaiion with that of the usual two per classroom approach.

4. The summer workshops held at the University of Florida were
enriched by the participation of Alachua County parent educa-
tors, teachers, pareants, and children.
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5. It influenced the inservice training procedures of the
regular Follow Through communities (e.g., using part of
the inservice day for teachers to make home visits with
parent educators).

Finally, a rather tho:éugh evaluation of the Alachua County
Resear'ch and Development Project was conducted by '"outside the project"
interviewers who administered a structured interview schedule to a 10%
stratified sample of parents. The instrument énd results are presented
in Appendix 3. ‘Generally, the results indicate that the parents attitudes
toward the program were quite favorable.

D. PAC Activities

PAC activities are central to program goals and implementation.
We view pareni education far more broadly than the home visit and/or a
parent as classroom worker or volunteer activities, although these are
fundamental to the program. We believe that parent education includes
helping parents influence the institutional structure, curriculum and
educational program of the school.

During 1972-1973, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consult-
ing activities by sending the PAC chairman the samec consulting letfer
that is sent to the project coordinator %nd by arranging consulting visits
so that they corresponded with monthly PAC meetings: We continued to
involve PAC in decision-making about program and evaluation through PAC
attendance at our planning conference in December 1972, and at our
summer workshop for coordinators and administrators in the summer of 1972.

In an effort to further strengthen all our PACs, we provided the
consulting services of Mr. James Bracey, a former Richmond PAC chairman.

Mr. Bracey made visits to six of our eleven communities during 1972-73

as follows:



Page 26

1. Philadelphia, August 27 - September 1, 1972; and
May 21 - 25, 1973.
2. Yakima, October 15 - 18, 1972,
3. Jacksonville, October 1 - 6, 1972; and March 12 - 16,
1973.
. Lawrenceburg, November 13 - 15, 1972.
5. Winnsboro, November 27 - 29, 1972; January 8 - 11, 1973;
and February 18 - 19, 1973.
6. Chattanooga, February 5 - 8, 1973.
He assisted PACs in such areas as:
1. Helping PAC officers understand their roles;

2. Helping parent educators to understand PAC and encourage
parent involvement;

3. Organizing and reorganizing PAC committees;

4. Organizing and reorganizing both city-wide and local school
PACs;

5. Planning various PAC sponsored activities and regular
meetings;

6. Establishing election procedures and drafting of by-laws;

7. Develuping more efficient ways of spending PAC funds.

Data on PAC activity, perhaps a1s stimulated by the efforts of Mr. Bracey
among others, are reported in the Results Section of this report.

E. Evaluation Procedures

The evaluation procedures used during the 1972-73 school year

can best be described as those characteristic of a }ear of transition.
The sponsor and community proposals were all approved and funded during
the spring of 1972. During the summer, 1972, the Follow Through Office
called a national mecting of Sponsors held in Washington. At that meeting
it became clear that the focus of the national evaluation was being
restricted and that the burden of responsibility for evaluation rested
upon the Sponsors and respective LEAs. Thus, although Sponsors and LEAs

were locked into budgets previously approved, they were asked to spend
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their activity in the area of evaluation. It was announced that
' Sponsors could submit proposals for supplementary funds.

The Florida Parent Education Program submitted such a proposal on
August 15, 1972, After two revisions, a proposal was resubmitted on
December 1, 1972 which was funded sometime in April. Since approval at
that time did not permit much evaluation during 1972-73, those funds are
being used currently to expand the evaluation effort in 1973-74. Thus,
the results contained in this repor% represent a mixture of what was
proposed for 1972-73 and what expanded activities could be completed
with a minimum expenditure of funds.

The data collected in 1972-73 were very similar to those collected
in 1971-72 and thus, only a brief description is included here. The
data collected fell into one of several categories: pretest/post test
data collected in all communities, pretest/post test data collected in
some communities, continuous process data collected in all communities,
and some repeated measures data collected in some communities.

Pretest/post test data collected in all communities included the
following instruments:

1. Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire (PTO) - a multidimensional
measure of teacher morale.

2. How T See Myself (HISM) - a multidimensional measure of self
concept on parent educators.

3. Social Reac*ion Inventory (SRI) - a measure of lows of control
on parent educators. :

Pretest/post test data collected in some communities included the
following instruments:

1. Parent Respunse Report (PRR) - a measure of knowledge of
PAC.
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2. How I see Myself ({ISM) - a multidimensional measure of

self concept of parents,

3. Social Reaction Invéntory (SRI) - a measure of lows of
control for parents.

4. Home Environment Review (HER) - a multidimensional measure
of environmental process characteristics.

5. Parent Education Cycle Evaluation (PECE) - an extensive
observational system assessing teachers and parent educators
in planning, parent educators and parents in task presenta-
tion, parent and child in teaching, and parent educator and
teacher in debriefing.

6. I Feel, Me Feel (iFMF) - a multidimensional ﬁeasure of
self concept for children.

Continuous process da;a collected in all communities is the Parent
Educator Weekly Report (PEWR), an instrument completea by each parent
educator after each home visit. Among the topics reporfed are the
current home visit, the current home learning activity, the previous
home learning activity, home-school information, general information, and
the use of desirable teaching behaviors.

Repeated measures data collected in some communities included:

1. The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (CATB) - a maltidimen-
sional instrument assessing various aspects of a child's
cognitive functioning.

2. Taxonomy of Classroom Activity (TCA) - a classroom observa-
tional instrument assessing the use of paraprofessionals in
the classroom.

Other data which are available for reporting in this document were
made available to the Sponsor by the communities although they were not
as clearly specified in the previous agreement. These data pertain to
classroom achievement, attendance of pupils, and vertical diffusion within

Follow Through families. A detailed report of which instruments were

administered systematically in which communities is provided in Table 1.




TABLE 1

Florida Parent Education Program
Data Collection Activity for 1972-73
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Class- Teacher Parent
Center Rooms Data PE Data Data Child Data
K 33 PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, HER, PRR, IFMF, CATB
. TCA PEWR
L 31 PTO HISM, SRI HER, PRR
PEWR
AN
M 23 PTO HISM, SRI PRR, PEWR IFMF
N 12 PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, HER, PRR, IFMF, CATB
TCA PEWR
0 41 PTO, TCA, HISM, SRI, PECE, PEWR IFMF, CATB
PECE TCA, PECE :
P 20 PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, PRR, PEWR IFMF, CATB
TCA
Q 19 PTO HISM, SRI HER, PEWR IFMF
R 40 PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, HER, HISM, IFMF, CATB
TCA PEWR, PRR
S 30 PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, HER, HISM, IFMF, CATB
TCA PRR, PEWR
T 37 PTO, PECE HISM, SRI, HER, PECE, IFMF
PECE PEWR
U 22 Expt PTO, TCA HISM, SRI, HER, PEWR IFMF, CATB
11 Comp TCA
Vv 7 PTO HISM, SRI
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Development of Evaluation Procedures

As noted earlier, the 1972-73 year was a year of transition for the
Sponsor's evaluation procedures. Impetus for the transition was provided
by the National Sponsors Meeting in Washington during July 1972. The
transition was one during which the Sponsor re-examined previous statements
of objectives and data collection procedures, attempting to make the
entire evaluation pfogram more operational. In short, an attempt was made
to convert the goals stated in the 1972-73 proposal into objectives stated
in terms of measurable behaviors. This conversion was effected by the
Sponsor individually, and the Sponsor working with personnel from the
comiunity projects in two workshops: one during the summer of 1972 and
another in December of 1972. The output of this activity was the minimum
set of Sponsor objectives which are presented in Appendik 1.

Another output of the summer workshop for evaluators was the develop-
ment of a set of reporting (accounting)\forms for Comprehensive Services.
These forms were developed by coordinators, community evaluation specialists,
and Sponsor personnel. The forms were used by communities to report
Comprehensive Service data to the Sponsor during the 1972-73 year. These
data are reported in the results section, along with other data collected

during the 1972-73 year.

IV. Results

The results for 1972-73 have been organized by "tafget" of the progran.
Basically, the data will be presented for parents, children, teachers,
parent educators, home visit data, and home learning activity data. In

general, data will be reported for both total program and by individual
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comnunities. The bulk of individual community data will be put in an
appendix, although they will be discussed in the text.
Parents

Parents, as the primary target of the Florida Parent Education Program,
may be involved in the program in a variety of ways. Such involvement may
be assessed in a variety of ways: through looking at changes in the knowl-
edge about PAC and its relationship to the prOgrém, changes in the environ-
ment created by parents for their children, and changes in the parents
themselves.

A. Parent Response Report

During the 1972-73 year, it became clear that there were certain
problems inherent in the analyéis of the Parent Response Report. The
questions ‘are stated in sqch a manner that it is not possible to determine
the meaning of obscrved changes from Fall to Spring. Such observed changes
might be produced by a real change in parent participation, a change in
knowledge about the program, or a change in attitude toward the program.
Thus, any reporting of PRR results could be very misleading, and the data
are not contained within this report.

B. Environmental Changes .

Changes in the environment which parents create for their children
may be examined in several ways. Data reported from 1972-73 include
interview data (HER), performance data (PECE), and some measure of outcome
in terms of vertical diffusion.

1. Home Environment Review

Thé results from the HER are reported for the total program and

by individual communities. Results are reported for qualified and non-qualified
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homes separately for descriptive purposes both for total program and by
comnunity. However, since the Florida Parent Education Program is perceived
as appropriate for both types of homes, multivariate inferential tests were
completed on combined data. The HER results for total program are reported
in Tables 2 and 3. The HER results for individual communities are presented
in Appendix 2 and discussed in text.

In general, the'non-qualified homes tend to have higher means than
do the qualified homes. The data were combined and a multivariate test
comparing pre- to post means was completed, indicating 2 significant differcnce
(F=25.41, 9 & 3304 df, p¢.01). This overall difference seemed to be pro-
duced by positive changes on variables 5, 6, 7 and 8, and a negative changé
on variable 9. The negative change for total program can be largely att.ib-
uted to community Q, where a school strike caused parents to have extremely
negative feelings about the school.

The HER results from community K indicate that qualified families
showed substantial gains on Materials for Learning in the Home, while the
non-qualified families showed gains on Awareness of Child's Development
Rewards for Intellectual Attainment and Materials for Learning in the Home.
When data for both qualified and'non-qualified were combined, multivariate
analysis indicated no overall significant differences (531.49, 9 & 194 df).

The HER results from community L showed substantial gains for both
groups. Both qualified and non-qualified families showed gain on Press for
Language Development, Availability and Use of Supplies for Language Develop-
ment, Learning Opportunities Outside the Home, and Materials for Learning
in the Home. In addition, qualified families showed some change on Expecta-
tions for Child's Schooling, Reading Press and Trust in School. The combined

multivariate analysis showed significant differences (F=4.66, 9 § 402 df, p<0l1).
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The HER results from community N showed that both qualified and
non-qualified families showed change on Materials for Learning in the
Home, Reading Press and Trust in School. Also qualified families gained
on Learning Opportunities Outside the Home, while non-qualified families
gained on Awareness of Child's Development, Rewards for Intellectual Attain-
ment, Press for Language Development, and Availability.and Use of Supplies
for Language Development. The combined multivariate analysis indicated
significant overall differences (F=6.98, 9 § 193 df, p¢ .01).

The HER results from community Q are reported for qualified families
only as there were only four non-qualified families in the program. The
results for qualified families were generally negative, with large losses
on Rewards for Intellectual Attainment and Trust in School. However, there
was an increase in Reading Press. The multivariate analysis indicated
significant change (F=65.19, 9 & 373 df, p< .01).

The HER results for community R show that qualified families showed
gains on Rewards for Intellectual Attainment, Availability and Use of
Supplies for Language Development and Materials for Learning in the Home.
Non-qualified families showed 2 gain in Awareness of Child's Development.
The overall multivariate analysis indicated significant. difference (Eﬁ3.12;
9 § 669 df, p< .01).

The HER results for community S show that qualified families gained
on Availability and Use of Supplies for Language Development, Learning
Opportunities Outside the Home, and Materials for Learning in the Home.

The combined multivariate analysis indicated significant differences overall
-(F=5.03, 9 & 626 df, p< .01).
‘The HER results from community T showed qualified families gaining

on Materials for Learning in the Home. The overall multivariate analysis
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suggested no significant differences (F=1.68, 9 & 541 df).

. The HER results from community U showed that both qualified and
non-qualified families showed gains on Awareness of Child's Development,
Press for‘Language Development, Availability and Use of Supplies for
Language Development, and Materials for Learning in the Home. Also, the
qualified families gained on Learning Opportunities outside the Home and
Reading Press. The combined multivariate analysis showed significant
differences overall (F=7.72, 9 § 243 df, p< .01).

To summarize, data were collected in eight communities during 1972-73
using the Home Environment Review, anine scale measure of environmental
process characteristics. Analysis of data from all families combined
showed a significant positive change. Analysis of individual community
results indicated that five communities showed positive change, two
comnmunities showed no change, and only one community showed negative change.

2. PECE

Due to technical difficulties, these data are not yet processed.
A supplementary report will be submitted at a later date.

3. Vertical Diffusion

Data were provided from one community which could be interpreted
to indicate a changed home environment. Within this community, in addition
to Follow Through, there also operate Head Start and Home Base projects.
Home Base is a program in which a paraprofessional makes visits to the
homes of preschool children, ranging in age from eight months to four years.
In the Fall of 1972, children were classified by whether they had partici-
pated in Project Follow Through or not. All children were given the
Preschool Inventory (Caldwell, 1970). The four groups were compared using

‘ analysis of covariance, adjusting for sex, race and age. The adjusted
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means are presented in the table below:

Group Adjusted PSI Mean
Both FT and HB 47.54
HB Only 44.62
FT Only : © 45.56

Control (Neither) 39.62

The covariance analysis resulted in an observéd F ratio of 3.46
(3 &§ 77 df, p¢.05). Followup tests were completed with Dunnett's test.
Results suggested that family experience in Follow Through, while not pro-
ducing a statistically significant difference (p<.10), has in some way
affected maternal behavior patterns so that children entering Head Start
from Follow Through families perform better on the PSI than do their counter-
parts who have not had such a family experience.

C. Changes in Parents

Changes in the parents themselves were measured using the adult

version of the How I See Myself (HISM) scale, a multifactor measure of self
concept. The data werc provided by one community and were based on a random

sample of 74 parents from the program. The results were as follows:

Interpersonal | Social Male- Physical Multivariate
Adequacy School Appearance | Competence F-ratio

X 24.75 65.65 25.72 25.17
Pre

s 4,98 9.43 6.41 3.73

X 25.64 65.17 27.32 25.00 3.18
Post (4 § 70 df)

s 5.42 12.37 5.90 3.90
t-Test 1.33 -0.37 2.89 -0.32
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The multivariate ANOVA resulted in a significant F-ratio, indicating
a significant change in parental sclf-concept as measurcd by the HISM.
The univariate analyses suggested that much of the change could be
attributed to changes in feclings about physical appearance, and also
changes in feelings of interpersonal adequacy.
D, Attitudes toward the Program
During the 1972-73 year, parents were interviewed in Alachua
County concerning their attitudes toward the Follow Through Program. A
copy of the report is contained in Appendix 3. The results of the interview
indicated that parents of all income levels valued the program, both the
visits by the paraprofessionals and the home learning activities which they
brought.
Children
The data collected on children fall into several categories: self
concept, cognitive functioning, and classroom achievement, and absence data.
Systematic plans had been made for the collection of the first two categories,
while achievement and absence data were prouvided voluntarily by some comminities.
1. Self Concept
Changes in self concept were assessed using the five factor instru-
ment, the I Feel, Me Feel. Children were separated according to their
qualifying for Follow Through in accordance with OEQ guidelines. The results
for the total program are shown in Table 4. One might note that the scores
for non-qualified children tend to run about 1 point per scale higher than
those for qualified children. However, both groups showed positive change
on all five scales. The two groups were combined and a multivariate analysis
completed to compare the pretest mean vector to the post-test mean vector.

The results indicated that there was a significant differcnce between the



Page 39

two mean vectors (F=14.08, 5 & 5683 df, p..01). The combined results
seem to indicatc substantial changes in the General Adequacy, Academic,
and Physical factors.

The results for individual communities were analyzed separately for
qualified and non-qualified children. Tests of significance of related
differences were completed for cach factor. The data and (-tests are
reported in Appendix 4. The results are discussed below.

The results for Community K show positive changes »n all scales for
both qualified and non-qualified children. None of the individual tests
indicated statistical significance, and the multivariate analygis completed
on both groups combined was consistent with this (F=1.47, 5 § 311 df, N.S.).

The results from Community M were inconclusive. The general trend was
toward very small negative changes, but it would seem that these were chance
events (F=0.87, 5 § 623 df, N.S.).

The results from Community N suggest some impressive changes, particu-
larly on the Peer and Physical factors. The multivariate analysis completed
on combined groups suggested significant differences (F=4.80, 5 & 263 df,
p<.01). Overall, differences seemed to be on the General Adequacy, Peer and
Physical factors.

Results on children in Community O seemed to present mixed results. The
qualified children showed a positive change on the Physical factor and a
slight positive change on the General Adequacy factor. The non-qualified
children showed a small negative change on General Adequacy. However, the
multivariate analysis on the combined data indicated a significant difference
(F=5.77, 5 & 858 df, p<¢.01) with most of the difference attributable to a

positive change on the Physical factor.
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Table 4 l)age 40

The 1 Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer, 4) Academic

deans and Standard Deviations (Posttest-Fretest)

for Qualified Children (N=3864)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X 62.10 51.18 39.75 60.14 46.59
Pre
s 9,34 7.71 6.19 10.03 6.81
X 63.10 51.74 40.20 61.18 47.42
Post
s 8.85 7.34 5.78 9.42 6.47
- Means and Standard Deviations (Posttest-Pretest)
_for Non-Qualified Children (N=1818)
1 2 3 4 5
X 63.99 52.79 40.61 61.76 47.59
Pre A
s 8.13 7.00 5.31 8.90 6.22
X 64.51 53.15 40.67 62.28 48.08
Post
s 7.24 6.24 4.99 7.82 5.32
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The results from Community P suggested an overall negative picture.
Both qualified and non-qualified children showed negative changes on all
five factors. The combined multivariate analysis indicated significance
(F=3.36, 5 & 409 df, p<.01).

The results for Community Q are presented in Appendix 3 for the qualified
children only, as the small number of non-qualified children makes generaliza-
tion risky. The results seem to suggest positive changes on all five scales.
The multivariate analysis (including the non-qualified children) indicated
a significant difference (F=4.01, 5 § 419 df, p<.01).

The results from Community R indicated a generally positive picture.

The qualified children showed sizeable increases on nearly all factors and
the non-qualified childrer showed appreciable positive change on three out
/of five factors. The combined multivariate analysis indicated a significant
difference (F=6.87, 5 & 873 df, p<.01). This difference appeared to be a

function of positive changes in General Adequacy, Academic, and Physical
| factors.

The data from Community S were treated differently. The results were
examined separately by grades. An inspection of the output suggested large
positive differences on all scales for both groups at Grade 1. The Grade 2
data showed not much of anything. The Grade 3 data showed significant
positive changes for qualified children on the Peer and Academic factor:;
the non-qualified children showed a negative change on the Teacher-School
factor. One might conclude that there is some sort of grade effect in
question. This will be examined when time permits. The combined multivariate
analysis resulted in a significant difference (F=7.73, 5 and 700 df, p<.01).
There were large,differences on all factors, particularly on General Adequacy

. '

and Academic.
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The data from Community T showed both qualified and non-qualified
children making strong gains on all scales. The combined multivariate
analysis suggested a significant differcence (F=4.58, 5 Gv651 df, p<.01)
with much,of the difference duc to changes in the Genecral Adequacy and
Academic factors.

2. Cognitive Functioning

The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery was used as a means of cogni-
tive functioning. Previous experience with the battery had suggested that
not all subtests were of equal interest. Thus, in the 1972-73 year, only
three subtests were administered in Grades K, 1, 2, and 3. The Task Initia-
tion, Curiosity Box, and Response.Variability subtests were administered
to Follow Through children in Communities K, N, 0, P, R, and S. In addition,
control data were collected in Community K. As that community might be
regarded as atypical, Experimental vs. Control analyses were completed only‘
within that community. The experimental data from that community were
combined with data from all communities. The results are presented first
for the E/C community and then for all communities combined.

The results from Community K are prestnted in Tables 5-16. Of the 36
tests of significance completed, onlyi&hréetéttained the .05 level of signifi-
cance. One might conclude that these: }hree tests represent type I errors.
Thus, there do not seem to be any difference in cognitive functioning as
measured by the Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery. Othér possibilities may
be the small sample sizes within Community K, or with the validity of the
battery itself.

The results based on Follow Through children in all communities combined
are presented in Tables 17-20. The results based upon larger sample sizes

seem more consistent across grade levels. That is, there is a general trend
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across time toward higher scores on the Response Variability subtest for
Grades K, 1, and 2. This finding is encouraging in that this subtest
purports to measure a form of creativity. Thus, it appears that children
enrolled'in the Florida Model seem to increase in creativity at least through
Grade 2. This finding is encouraging in light of previous findings.
3. Achievement
At this point in time, achievement data have been processed for

three communities. Each community has used a different standardized test
and collected data under a dififerent paradigm. Consequently, data from each
community will be reported separately.

Community P administered the Metropolitan Achievement Test series to
both Follow Through and non-Follow Through children pretest and post-te t.
The results for Grade I showed Follow Through children below non-Follow
Through children (F=16.86, 4 § 222 df, p<.01). This difference appears to
be the result of lower performance on both the Word Knowledge and Reading
subtests. The results for Grade 2 suggested that Follow Through children.
performed better than non-Follow Through children (F=2.95, 7 § 216 df, p<{.01).
The Follow Through children performed better on the World Knowledge, Word
Analysis, Spelling, Math Computation, and Math Problem.Solving subtests.
The results for Grade 3 suggested that non-Follow Through children performed
different than Follow Through children. The Follow Through children per-
formed better on Spelling, while non-Follow Through children performed better
on Language.

Community V administered a variety of tests as pretest and post-test
to Follow Through children only. Since there was no comparison group, the

data were treated descriptively, with no inferential statistics completed.

The results are presented in Tables 21, 22, and 23.
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Table 21

Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviation for
Comnunity V from the Stanford Achievement Test - Primary I

Expressed in Grade Equivalent Scores (Grade 1)

L4

Subtest Pre Mean Pre S.D. Post Mean Post S.D.
Viord rieaning ‘ 1.32 0.24 2.01 0.58
Paragrapn Meaning 1.14 0.61 1.90 0.82
Vocahulary - ' 1.46 0.36 2.02 0.97
Spelling 0.52 0.66 2.25 0.96
Word Study Skills 1.45 0.45 2.24 1.48
Arithmetic-Math Concepts 1.26 0.48 1.90 1.19
Total ' 1.34 0.35 1.93 0.60
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Table 22 age
' Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviation for

Community V from the Stanford Achievement Test ~ Primary II

Expressed in Grade Equivalent Scores (Grade 2)

[4

Subtest Pre Mean Pre S.D. Post Mean Post S.D.
Word Heaning | 2.02 0.62 2.68 0.84
Paragraph iieaning 1.94 0.65 - 2.60 0.83
Science/Social Studies Concepts 2.11 0.953 2.21 | 1.05
Spelling 1.60 0.86 2.78 0.82
Word Study Skills 2.13 1.12 3.09 1.55
Language 2,30 0.64 2.61 0.57
Arithmetic-Comp. 1.54 0.41 2.43 0.54
Arithmetic-Concepts 1.85 0.51 2.42 0.60
Total ‘ 1.94 0.49 2.59 0.71
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Table 23

Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviations for

Community V from the Stanford Achievement Test - Primary II

. Expressed in Grade Equivalent Scores (Grade 3 )
Subtest Pre Mean Pre S.D. Post Mean Post S.D.
Word Meaning - 2.92 0.89 3.38 0.99
Paragraph Meaning: 2.77 0.96 3.16 1.13
Science/Social Studies Concepts 2.76 1.10 2.91 1.21
Spelling - 2.91 0.82 3.36 1.03
Word Study Skills | 2.89 1.29 3.55 | 1.76
Language 2.69 0.58 3.01 0.74
Arithmetic-Comp. 2.47 0.53 3.02 0.87
Arithmetic-Concepts 2.69 0.98 3.16 1.02
Total 2.73 0.71 3.20 0.92
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An examination of these three tables indicates that at the end of
the first grade, the children seem to be performing at grade level or above
as compared to national nomms, a feat in itself. The results for the
second and third grades are not as impressive. The discrepancy might be
explained in terms of the local staffing pattern, wvhere the more able teachers
seemed to be assigned to the lower grade..

Achievement data also have been processed for Community N. Basically,
the data consisted of pretest and post-test standardized instruments adminis-
tered to Follow Through and comparison children. However, in examining the
results, it must be kept in mind that 511 the low income children in the
sample were enrolled in Follow Through; that is, there were no low income
children in the éomparison group. The analysisfgf the Anton-Brenner gains
scores made by kindergartners showed no dié}erences when IQ and pretest were
covaried (F=.04, 1 § 100 df).

The Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test (pre-post) and
the Stanford Achievement Test I (post only) were administered to first graders.
Raw gain scores were generated for the Murphy-Durrell and the Follow Through
and non-Follow Through groups compared with multivariate analysis of variance
with IQ as a covariate. The results indicate that the two groups are
different (F=10.24, 7 § 88 df, p<.01) with Follow Through children showing
more gain in reading readiness, but less achievement on all subtests of the
Stanford Achievement Test.

The Stanford Achievement Test II was administered as a post-test to
second and third grade pupils. The two grades were analyzed separately
using multivariate analysis of variance with 1Q as a covariate. The results

for grade two indicated no si, .dificant differences (F=1.44, 8 & 86). The
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third grade results indicate a significant difference (F=4.36, 8 & 85,

' p<.01) with Follow Through lower on Science/Social Studies, Arithmetic

Computational and Arithmetic Conceptual, but higher on word meaning and
word study skills.

The achievement data from other communities is not yet processed. Thus,
any conclusions based on pupil achievement data from the Florida Parent
Education Model must be regarded as premature.

Teachers

The data collected on teachers fell into three broad categories: morale,
differentiated staffing, and performance during planning sessions. The
Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire served as a measure of morale, while differentiated
staffing was measured by the Taxonomy of Classroom Activities and performance
during planning measured by the PECE.

1. Morale

The Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire was administered to all teachers in
all communities in the Fall 1972 and again in the Spring 1973. The results
for all communities combined are presented in Table 24, A multivariate
analysis of variance comparing the pretest mean vector to the post-test mean
vector obtained a significant result (F=7.93, 10 § 282 df, p<.01). The
resqlts seemed to indicate decreases on some variables (Teacher Rapport
with Principal, and Community Support of Education) and an increase on
another variable (Teacher Load). It was encoufaging to find that teacher
expressed more positive feelings about the load, as ore of the major com-
plaints aimed toward the Sponsor by teachersis that the planning for home
visits and coordinating two paraprofessionals in the classroom requires too

much time with no remuncration.



Page 65

18°0- |ps-0o- jos't loo'o- | gsto- {ep-o- | 1% v 1- |vzo- 900 |itz- 3

0S 0S 89 Zg 0S 89 0S 0S 0S 0S 0S Yuey o115
80°.¢ (so0's |zt'g {ot°¢ L3°v |66°2 82°S z9°v |s9°9 |v8L 12°21  |s
v1°0zs | ot ot ls6°st |zost | 62°vz |toot | 80°9¢ | 6s°81 |o0z'or |oL69 |o08°g9 |X s0d
cz'ss lezzcz Jooe |ezws ss'y | s6°2 S0°9 1€y | pL°9 |81 zs'zt |s

- axd
06-1zs |<s-ot |89°St {op'vt | €6°vz {60°91 | vv'vs | ¥8°ST | 62°9v |29°69 |02°S9 |y
Te3or o1 6 8 L 9 S v g z T
10308

SO9OTAIOS PUB SITITTIOBR{ [ooydS (6

uorzeonpyg Fo xoddns AL3Tunumod (g

saanssaxd Aitunuwo)d {0f

(3593191 1-1591350d) SOJUIIIFFIQ JO SIS9L-1 pue
‘S9X09S 3593131504 JO S)YueYy STTIUSDIIJ ‘SUOTIBRIAD(] PpJITPUBIS ‘SUBIW

snjelg xaydeal (£

SONSST UMINITIIN)

proT xoydeal (g

Axe1es aoyowol (¢

sxaydea] Buowe jxoddey (g
Suryoesl YaTM uoTIOBRISTIBS (2
(9 tediourag yatm xoddey xoydesa]l (1

:8d8 SI030BF UOd]1 JYl °9I00s TelO01 ®

puUe sI03198F QT SUTA[OAUT O9[RJIOU IJYOEd1 JO 2INSEBOW [BUOTSUSWIP-TII[NW B ST QOLJ Ul

BIT(J oITBUUOTUIAD ISYIBIJ 9npind ol

LCOC=N)

SI93U3]) TV  wdI Axvumng BB $L-7.61

vz 21qel : . @

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Page 06

The results for the individual communities have been placed in
Appendix 5. A discussion of those results follows. The PTO results for
Cohnunity K wor2 outstanding. The multivariate test indicated sigpificant
diffevencgs (F=3.91, 10 & 22 df, p<.01). While there were positive shifts
on all ten variables, there were some variables which showed very large
differences: satisfaction with teaching, rapport among teachers, teacher
load, curriculum issues, school facilities and services, and community
pressures. These results might be attributed to the administrative policies
and procedures of the new coordinator during 1972-73.

The PTO results from Community L were exumined with multivariate
procedures and suggested no significant differeices (I=2.34, 10 & 12 df,
p-.05).

The multivariate test applied to the PTO results from Community M also
failed to suggest significant differences (F=0.84, 10 § 13 df, p>.05). How-
ever, it is worth noting that all variables gave evidence of a negative shift
in morale, and some of the univariate tests were significant.

The number of teachers in Community N was insufficient to complete a
multivariate analysis. An inspection of the data shows an average gain of
two points or better for teacher rapport with principal and rapport among
teachers. It is worth noting that the percentile rank of the total score is
quite respectable.

The PTO data from Community O awexv analyzed, resulting i:: a significant
multivariate test {F=2.90, 10 & 28 df, p<.05). The results were generally
negative, with substantial decreases in teacher sualary, curriculum issues,
and community support of education.

The multivariate test applied to the PTO data from Community P indicated

a significant change (F=8.82, 10 § 10 df, p<.01). The overall pattern was
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positive, with respectable changes on teacher salary and teacher load.

The numher of teachers responding in Community Q was insufficient to
complete a multivariate analysis. However, a visual examination of the
results in Appendix 4 reveuals a generally negative picture.

The results from Community R could be interpreted as generally positive.
Although the multivariate test did not suggest significant differences,
nine of the ten scales showed change in a desirable direction.

The PTO results from Community S show a negative picture. The multi-
variate analysis suggested 2 significant difference (F=3.15, 10 § 19 df,
p<.05), with negative changes on teacher salary and community support of
education seeming to account for most of the difference.

An analysis of the PTO data from Community T indicated a significant
difference (F=3.25, 10 § 26 df, p<.01). There were rather large drops in
seven of the ten variables. Only teacher load, curriculum issyes, and
community pressures did not contribute to the overall loss.

The number of respondents in Community V was not sufficient to complete
multivariate tests. The results seem to indicate a low level of morale,
but on2 teacher of the four was way out of line with the others, bringing
the overall averages down.

As an overall conclusion, the results on teacher morale seem mixed.
About one-half of the comnunities shawed a positive picture; the other half
were negative,

2. Differentiated Staff

By differentiated staffing was meant the appropriate usc of para-
professionals in the classroom. To assess this, the Taxonomy of Classroom
Activities (TCA) was used in classrooms in seven communities. The TCA is

on observational checklist which enumcrates many of the types of activity
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nbservable in an elementuary classrooi. At four times during the year,
observers entered classrooms and tallied behaviors for both the teacher
and pnrent'cducafor(s) present. The pooled results for all communities
have been presented in Table 25. The results indicate that teachers spend
about twice as much time in instructional activities and that most of this
difference can be accounted for by differences in the amount of time spent
teaching the total group and small groups. However, it should be noted
thaf parent educators appear to spend about 30% of their time in instruc-
tional activities, which would seem to be more than that spent by a regular
teacher-aide. Thds, one might conclude that paraprofessional pérent educa-
tors are being used effectively in classroom instructional activities, at
least on the basis of data collected with the TCA.

3. Teaching Behaviors

Data on changes in teacher teaching bghgvior were collected using
the Parent Educator Cycle Evaluation (PECE). These data are not yet processed
and will be included in a supplementary report.

Parent Educators

Nata collected on parent educatorsmaimed to assess changes in these

areas: self concept, locus of control, and teaching béhaviors.

1. Self Concept

In order to assess changes in parent educator self-concept, the
How I Sec Myself was administered to all parent educators in all communities
both as a pretest and post-test. Based upon useable returns, results are
presented in Table.26. These data were submitted for multivariate analysis,
which indicated a significant change in self concept (F=2.42, 4 § 424 df,

p¢.05).
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Table 25

Results from the Taxonomy of Classroom Activities collected at four points.
in time during 1972-73. Tae results are based on 7 communities and are ex-
pressed in terms of percentages that tecachers and parent cducators were ob-

served engaging in various types of classroom activities.

Type of Activity Teacher Parent Educator
Housekeeping 14% 13%
Clerical 4% 5%
Setting Up Materials 3% 4%
Instructional 60% | . 31%
Teaching
Tutor Individual 10% 10%
Organizes Play Activity 2% 1%
Teaches Total Group 19% 3%
Teaches Small Group ' 225% 11%
Disciplines 2% 1%
Organizes Group for Instruction 8% 1%
Other 1% 2%
Total Teaching 64% 29%
Planning 2% 2%
Total Instructional ; 66% 31%
Evaluation 1% 2%

o

N
S

Other 1 45
1005% : 100%
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Table 206

The tlow I Sece Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N=428)

The HLSM measures four factors related to self-concept:
‘1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physicul Appearance
2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Post-test and

Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 58.97 44,59 22.77 20.13
Pre

s 8.05 4.99 4.93 3.94

X 58.62 44 .66 23.04 20.34
Post )

s 8.06 - 4,93 4,78 3.72
t -0.90 0.31 1.51 1.38

Although none of the univariate tests obtained a significant t, the
overall result could have been produced by a decrease in feclings of inter-
personal adequacy, and in increase in feelings about physical appearance and
competence.

The results for individual communities have been tabled and placed in
A brief discussion of those results fblloﬁs.

Appendix 6. Each set of data

was submitted to a multivariate analysis of variance. Follow-up univariate
tests were completed uéing t-tests for related measures.

The results for Community K suggested no significant differences
(F=1.03, 4 § 44 df}.

The results for Community L suggested a significant difference in self
concept (253.09, 4 § 26 df, p<.05). An inspection of the various subscales

. indicated positive changes in feelings of self reclated to Social Muale-

School and of Competence.
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The results from Community M suggested no significant differences
(F=0.51, 4 § 32 df), nor did the results from Community N (F=0.54, 4 § 18 df).
The results from Community O did not suggest significant differences
(F=2.17, ? § 50 df), even though two of the univariate tests were significant.
The results from Community P were nonsignificant (F=1.60, 4 § 28 df). The
results from Community Q were also nonsignificant (F=0.49, 4 § 30 df), as
were the results from Community R (£f1.24, 4 § 42 df) and the results from
Community S (F=0.47, 4 § 43 df). The results from Community T (F=1.01,

4 § 36 df), U (F=2.40, 4 § 22 df), and V (F=2.14, 4 § 9 df) were all non-
significant.

Thus, although the results for all centers combined showed a significant
change, only one of the 12 centers resulted in an individual change. This
large number of nonsignificant changes in parent educator sel’ concept might
be explained by the fact that many of the PEs have been with the program for
a number of years. Thus, the intervention may have had its effect prior to
the 1972-73 year. Inspection of reports from previous years would seem to
support this contention, as some of the most dramatic changes associated
with the model were in terms of parent educator self concept. Results such
as this influenced the Sponsor's decision to administer the HISM only to ﬁew
parent educators in 1973-74.

2. Locus of Control

Changes in feelings of locus of control as expressed by parent
educators were assessed by administering the Social Reaction Inventory (SRI)
to all parent educators in the Fall and in the Spring. The instrument is
scaled in such a fashion so that low scores indicate persons feeling more

control over the events in their lives. Higher scores indicate that people
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feel controlled by external events. The useable results for all communi-
ties combined have been presented in Table 27. These results indicate a
Table 27
The'Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=422)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Post-test-

Pretest)
Pretest Post-test t
X 7.18 7.69 © 3.40
s 3.91 4.03

statistically significant change toward more external feelings of control.
The locus of control results for individual communities have been

tabled and placed in Appendix 7. An inspection of the individual results
suggests that only two out of twelve tests attained a significance level
of .05. The large number of responses for centers combined may have created
an overly powerful test of significance. On the other hand, the shift toward
more external feelings of control may be a natural condition following large
positive shifts in previous years.

3. Teaching Behaviors

The PECE was used to look at changes in the manner in which parent
educators present home learning activities to parents, .These data have
not been processed yet, and will be sent in a supplementary report.

Home Visit Data

Among the data available from the Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR)
are: (1) parent reactions to tasks; (2) home-school relations; and (3) cer-

tain general information. During the 1972-73 school year 126,663 home visits
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were successfully made to 6,649 different qualified homes in the program.
In addition, 43,050 home visits were successfully made to 2,743 non-qualificd
homes. These data ?epresent a considerahie amount of home-school contact.

'1. Parent Reactions to Tasks

The PEWR serves as ''field test" data for tasks since parents are
asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they feel about the
last task that was brought into the home. These data are summarized in
Table 28.

The data seem to clearly indicate that the 1972-73 tasks were well
received by the parents. Most parents felt that their children were interested
in the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most of the parents felt
that the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just
right" for their child. Most parents spent under one hour teaching the task
to their child, although many spent between one and two hours while some
spent even more time. It should be pointed out thzt parent teaching time does
not include any time that the child might have spent working on the task
alone once it was taught to him. #

Finally, when the percentages reported are examined, no significant
differences appear between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard
to their reactions to the tasks brought into their homes. This is an
important finding since one goal of the Florida Model is to serve all the
children in the program regardless of their socio-economic background.

2. Home-School Relationships
The strengthening of home-school relationships is basic, to the Florida
“adel. Among the goals in this area are those of getting parents to visit

the school, work in the classroom, attend parent group meetings, and attend
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PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks

Interest
Type of Not Not
ilome High Mild Disinterested Asked Given
Qualified 65,853(69%) 24,936(26%) 1,155(1%) 1,815(2%) 1,349(1%)
Non-qualified 22,706(72%) 7,554 (24%) 442(1%) 490(2%) 318(1%)
Success
Type of Not Not Not
Home High Mild Successful Asked Given
Qualified 61,755(65%) 28,336(30%) 1,582(2%) 2,087(2%) 1,245(1%)
Non-qualified 21,663(69%) 8,453(27%) 505 (2%) 543(2%) 312 (1%)
Importance
Type of Some No Not Not
Home Important Importance  Importunce Asked Given
Qualified 72,381(76%) 17,016 (18%) 257(1%) 4,226(4%) 1,134(1%)
Non-qualified 24,189(77%) 5,455(17%) 139(1%) 1,428(5%) 271 (1%)
Difficulty
Type of Too Just Too Not Not
Home . Difficult Right Easy Asked Civen
Qualified 4,229(4%) 80,868 (85%) 1,916 (2%) 5,823(6%) 2,123(2%)
Non-qualified 1,646(5%) 26,581 (84%) 1,053(3%) 1,699(5%) 478(2%)
Time Spent
Type of Over 3 2to3 1 to 2 Under 1 Not Not
Home Hours - Hours Hours Hour " Asked Given
Qualified 5,658(6%) 9,136(10%) 25,008(26%) 41,865(44%) 9,497(10%) 3,924(4%)

Non-qualified

1,911(6%) 2,870(9%)  8,498(27%) 14,536(46%) 2,755(9%)  935(3%)
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PAC mectings. Since the model relies very heavily upon the parent educator
0 help facilitate such parent involvement, careful planning with the
teacher before the home visit seems essential to the attainment of our goals.
The 1972-73 PEWR data in the area of home-sciiool relations are summarized
P
in Table 29, These data are difficult to interpret due to a lack of non-
Follow Through comparison data. While roughly one-fourth of the parents
‘'visited the school (in spite of plans for a large number to do so), how daoes
this compare to the number of non-Follow Through parents that visit school
each week, especially when visiting is defined as more than just carrying a
child to school and picking him up. One might suspect such a figure is high,
especially for the qualified parents.

Likewise, do more than 7-12% of non-Follow Through parents work in the
classroom as volunteers and attend parent group meetings such as ﬁAC? We
suspect not. Again, it should be noticed that only small differences exist
between the qualified and non-qualified parents. However, the 12% attendance
at PAC meetings (which will be more directly assessed via PAC sign-in sheets
next year) does indicate that more work needs to be done in this area.
Apparently the fact that the parent educators informed the parents of the
next PAC meeting more than half the time, followed up with discussions of
the last PAC meeting slightly less than half of the time, and made plans for
the parent to visit school (which includes visits for the purpose of working
in the classroom) over half the time is not enough. | |

Finally, while slightly over half of the teacher5 and parent educators
are spending less than 15 minutes planning for each home visit, roughly
one-third are spending up to thirty minutes, and a few are spending even

longer. It should be noted that the amount of planning time refers to the
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Table 29
PEWR Data on llome-School Relations

Time Planning Visit

Type of Under 15 30 45 One No
Home Minutes Minutes Minutes Hour Planning
Qualified 61,323(51%) 40,169(33%) 3,988(3%) 8,499(7%) 6,452(5%)
Non-qualified 23,025(56%) 12,774(31%) 1,153(3%) 1,960(5%) 2,329(6%)

Visit the School

Type of PE Does
Home Yes No Not Know
Qualified <8,222(23%) 92,587 (75% 2,807(2%)
Non-qualified 11,390(27%) 29,606(70%) 1,055(3%)

Work in Classroom

Type of PE Does

tHome Yes No Not Know
Qualified 8,505(7%) 114,189 (92%) 1,174 (1%)
Non-qualified 3,790 (9%) 37,899(90%) 465 (3%)

Attend Parent Group

Type of PE Does

Home Yes No Not Know
Qualified 11,293(9%) 106,476 (86%) 5,955(5%)
Non-qualified 4,290(10%) 35,653(85%) 2,170(5%)

Attend PAC Meeting |

Type of PE Does

Home Yes No Not Know
Qualified 15,178 (12%) 99,031(80%) 9,447(8%)
Non-qualified 5,210(12%) 34,313(82%) 2,549(6%)



Type of Home

Qualified
Non-Qualified

.

Type of Home

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Type of Home

Qualified

Non-Qualified

Discuss PAC'Méeting '

Yes

60,360 (49%)

19,005 (45%)

Inform of PAC Meeting

Yes

76,680 (62%)

24,429 (58%)

Plans for School Visit

Yes

74,202 (60%)

21,678 (51%)
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No

63,139 (51%)

23,048 (55%)

No

47,296 (38%)

17,720 (42%)

No
49,651 (40%)

20,465 (49%)
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time spent actually planning for a particular visit while the parent
educator is likely to make 14 to 15 such visits each week. In these terms,
the amount of planning time seems realistic and adequatec and few differences
seem to gxist with regard to planning for visits to qualified and non-qualified
homes.
3. General 1nformation
Certain other information picked up by the PEWR are summarized in
Table 30. The data on the discussion of the comprehensive services should
be interpreted in light of the fact that parent educators do not generally
initiate discussions of the comprehensive services but respond when the
parent seeks information or makes some kind of a request. Sometimes, however,
a parent educator will initiate such a discussion if she spots a real need.
Even then, however, she will initiate action only at the parénts' request.
In view of these facts, the comprehensive data look good. The differences
between qualificd and non-qualified homes would be as expected. Even here,
however, although they do not qualify for these services from Follow Through,
29% of the non-qualified families still received some information about them.
The data on asking for and getting task suggestions do not look quite
‘so good, however. While almost half the time the parent educator is asking
the qualified parent (slightly less for the non-qualified parent) if she
has any suggestions for tasks, the parent educator has not, in spite of
inservice activity dealing with éhe subject, learned how to "pull tasks out
of parents." Efforts to deal with this problem need to continue and to be
intensified.

Summary of PEWR Data

While certain weaknesses were rcvealed with regard to PAC attendance

and getting task suggestions from parents, the 1972-73 PLEWR data generally
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PEWR Data on General Information

Discuss Comprehcusive Services?
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Type of
Home Yes No
Qualified 55,927 (45%) 67,851 (55%)
Non-qualified 12,261 (29%) 29,877(71%)
Ask for Task Suggestions?
Type »f
Home _ Yes _ No
Qualified 63,126 (51%) 60,367 (49%)
Non-qualified 19,034 (45%) 23,043(55%)
Given Task Suggestions?
Type of
Home Yes No
Qualified 4,661 (4%) 118,818(96%)

Non-qualified

1,335(3%)

40,743(97%)
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indicate considerable strength in the program. Tasks are well received

by parents, comprehensive services are being discussed, and at least modest
success can be claimed in the area of home-school relationships. In addi-
tion, the progrum seems to be serving all parents and children in the same
way (except, of course, for the comprehensive services) irregardless of
income level. e

Home Learning Activity Data

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR), which is filled out by the
parent educator after each home visit, serves as a monitoring instrument
(process report) throughout the year and also yields considerable program
data. One kind of data that it yields is the extent to which we are achiev-
ing our goal of individualizing instruction through tasks. One way that
this can be done is by dividing the number of home visits during which tasks
were presented by the number of different tasks that were presented. For
example, during 1971-72, it was found that each task was used 25.18 times in
qualified homes and 14.14 in non-qualified homes. If the average classroom
has thirty pupils and, therefore, represents thirty homes, this means that
each task went into 5/6 of the qualified home and 1/2 of the non-qualified
homes.

As was reported in the 1972 Annual Report, these data seem to indicate
at first glance that the amount of individualization of tasks decreased
considerably when compared with the 11.58 figure reported in our 1971 Annual
Report. The 1972-73 data are reported in Table 31 and the results appear
very similar to those obtained in 1971-72. H&géver, cértain changes in the

program appear to have affected the results obtained and require further

analysecs.
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Table 31
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1972-73 Average Use of a Home Learning Task

Qualified
16104/237=67.95
13370/895=14,94
11369/436=26.08
2224/130=17.10
19785/379=52.20
5900/232=25.43
6310/229=27.55
9886/647=15.28
11125/222=50.11
9239/420=22,00
3025/303= 9.98

3148/362= 8.70

111485/4492=24.82

Non Qualified

5429/199=27.28
2450/517- 4.74
2585/359= 7.20
2279/138=16.51
2421/296= 8.81
2102/188=11.18

24/21=  1.14
4784/565= 8.47
5403/195=27.71
5202/323=16.11
3448/313=11.02

1099/286= 3.84

37226/3400=10.95
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Several hundred '"model tasks' have been developed in the research
and development Follow Through program in Alachua County, Florida, and
disseminated to the regular Follow Through comrunities since 1970. Further,
each requldar community has built up a sizable 'task library'" over the years
and has exchanged tasks with other communities. Such task sharing is
facilitated across classrooms as well as écross comnunities by local task
specialists. Thus, it may appear that the average use of a task has
increcased because the use of the same task has been spread over several
classrooms. For example, four teachers might send the same task into eleven
of their homes, which would be equivalent to the 11.58 finding the class-
room in 1971-72, but would increase the average use of a task when divided
into the number of home visits.

To check our suspicions we decided to run a classroom by classroom
analysis in the community having task usage means closest to the means
across all communities (Community P in Table 31). The results of this
analysis are reported in Table 32. These data would seem to clearly indicate
that individualization of tasks is occurring at the classroom level. Any
future analyses of task individualization will be on a classroom by classroom
basis.

Summary of Results for 1972-73

The data collected as part of the 1972-73 evaluation of the Florida
Parent Education Model may be summarized as follows:
1. Parents
The 1972-73 data scem to indicate some subsfantial changes in the
parcnts of Florida Model children. The Home Environment provided by parents

changed in a positive direction as measured by the Home Environment Review.
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Table 32

1972-73 Average Use of a Home Learning Task' in Community #3

Classroom # Qualified Non Qualified
1. 482/90= 5.36 ' 32/30= 1.07
2, 310/50= 6.20 93/37= 2.51
3. 392/59= 6.64 ‘ 128/53= 2.42
4, 240/41= 5.85 158/39= 4.05
5. 170/45= 3.78 63/37= 1.70
6. 280/67= 4.18 160/56= 2.86
7. 286/71= 4.03 ‘ 71/44= 1.61
8. 245/84= 2.92 268/75= 3.57

9. 247/68= 3.63 139/52= 2.67
10. 470/73= 6.44 0= 0.00
11. 296/73= 4.05 97/46= 2.11
12. 197/48= 4.10 63/40= 1.58
13. 321/60= 5.35 122/51= 2.39
14. 249/59= 4,22 272/66= 4.12
15. 229/48= 4.77 61/32= 1.91
16. 307/86= 3.57 30/23= 1.30
17. 333/76= 4.3¢ 24/20= 1.20
18. ‘?80/56= 5.00 : 61/38= 1.61
19. 321/80= 3.96 91/46= 1.98
20. 241/56= 4.30 167/58= 2.88
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Also, parents secm to have changed their patterns of parent-child inter-
action in the home, iudicated by the vertical diffusion results. In addi-
tion, parents changed positively in reported self concept in at least one
comumunity where data were available. The interview data collected in
Community U suggested that parents hold the program in high esteem, and
that parents of all incoﬁe levels report beneficial effects of the program.

2. Children

The analysis of the child self concept data indicated positive
changes during 1972-73. The analysis of the Cincinnatti Autonomy Test
Battery (a purposed measure of cognitive functioning) revealed little other
than a tendency toward greater response variability (flexibility/creativity)
across the first three grades. This instrument has been dropped from the
1974-75 evaluation design due to its high cost. The Sponsor is in the process
of cxamining the results from various standardized achievement test batteries
which were submitted by most communitics. Preliminary results are inconclu-
sive.

3. Teachers

The Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire was used to assess changes in
teacher morale during 1972-73. ‘the results wecre mixed,.with one of the more
interesting findings being more positive feelings relative to teacher load.
Observation of classroom functioning suggested that teachers are using para-
professional parent educators in instructional responsibilities to a substan-
tial degree, as recommended by the Sponsor.

4. Parent Educators

The self concept data on parent educators show little change during

1972-73. This finding was attributed to a cciling cffect, as many of the
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PEs have been with the program since it started. The locus of control
data revealed a slight reversal from previous trends. During 1972-73,
parent educators shifted toward feelings of external locus of control. How-
ever, one might categorize this shift as part of a national zeitgeist,
rather than a program effect.

'

5. Program Data

The PEWR was used to monitor the program continuously. The data
indicate that the average home was visited about 18 times during the 1972-73
year. Parents expressed the opinion that their children benefited from the
home learning activities. Also, analysis of data on a classroom basis
suggested that home learning activities had been used to individualize
instruction. .

Concluding Remarks

The data suggest that the Florida Parent Education Program met its
basic objectives for 1972-73. The 1973-74 evaluation should permit a more
specific examination of the Sponsor objectives as a new evaluation design
has been implemented this year. Activities to be completed for the remainder
of 1973-74 include: (1) the 1973-74 evaluation and data collection,
(2) an analysis of the 1972-73 PECE data, (3) a more complete examination of
1972-73 achievement data, and (4) an attempt to relate data received from

Stanford Research Institute to data in the Sponsor files.
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Minimum Sponsor Objectives Developed

© during the 1972-73 School Year




“Sponsor Objéctives
Florida Parent Education Model
December, 1972
During the December conference in Gainesville, Florida, the spensor
staff:at the request of the projects, set forth a structure of objectives
for purposes of the 1973-74 proposals. As the structure emerged, it became
evident that thqre were several types of objectives. First, some objectives
must be included in all community proposals. Second, other objectives
are of a nature that makes it optional for inclusion. Third, some objectives

"are for sponsor e¢valuation and should not be included in local proposals.

NOTE: The exact wording of the objectives may vary according to
local conditions, but the intent will be checked against

Model objectives.

Minimal Set of Objectives

A statement of each of the following objectives must be included in

each community proposal.

Parents
Objective: By the end of the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected
sample of motﬁering—ones will demonstrate an increased use
of at least one Desirable Teaching Behavior in teaching their
children as measured by the Parent Education Cycle Evaluation
(PECE), pretest - posttest.
The sponsor will collect data on this objective in some communities

(to be selected soon) using the PECE. Those communities not included




* . Page 2

in the spongor sample must. state an objective concerning Desirable Teaching
Behavior (DTB) performance and will be hcld accountable for collecting data

to dssess it.

Objecti 'e: During the 1973-74 schooul year, at least 50% of a random sample
.
of pareats will attenq a PAC mecting (either school or city-
wide PAC).
The sample could be defined as the entire population. If a sample

of parents is selected, it must be random. The local community will collect

these data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, at least 25% of a sample of
parents will attend a PAC-related activity other than a PAC
meefing.

The sample could be defined as the entire popuitation. If a sample of
parents is selected, it must be random. The local community will collect

these data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, at least 20% of a sample of
parents will volunteer in the classroom.
The sample could be defined as the entirc population. If a sample
of parents is used,'the sample must be random. The community will collect

these data.

Objective: During the 1973—74 schoel ycar, at least 80% of the homes
will be visited at least five-sixths (5/6) of the number of
visits planned (e.g., 30 visits out of 36},
These data are available from the Parent [Lducator Weekly Report (PEWR)

and from local sources.
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‘6ﬂjeL£EVe: bﬁring thé 1973;74 school yéaf, pareﬁts Qill serve on PAC

‘ committees dealing with matters of personnel selection,
proposal writing, tusk writing and/or task evaluation, grievences
comprehensive services, and p~.ject evaluation. Furthermore,
these parents will be active in making decisions regarding
these aspects of the program.

This objective will need to be refined locally and the comnunity

will collect the necessary data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, the PAC will have an impact
on the total school program as evidenced by contact with
school board, etc.

The criteria will be defined locally and data locally collected.

The Child

Objective: (All communities must have achievement objectives in their
proposal, and will be held responsible for collecting the
appropriate data. While these objectives need not necessarily
be stated in the sponsor section, the sponsor is interested
in achievement data. Such data should be collected in September
and May by people other than teachers. Hopefully, both
experimental data and comparison data will be collected on /

the same battery, pre- and post- test. Scores should be

reported to spcnsor as raw and standard scores.)

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of
Follow Through children will have fewer abscnces from school

than will a similar sample of non-Follow Through child:cn.
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- C - - . - - - -

The sample could be defined as the entire program population.
The criterion for this objective can be determined locally and data collected

by the local project.

Objective: (All comminities must state an objective concerning self-
concept as measured by the five (5).factors of the I Fee.s Me
teel (IFMF). These data will be collected locally (perhaps
on a sample basis). It would be extremely hélpful if the

communities could collect comparison data.)

Objective: At thec end of the 1973-74 school year, a random sample of
4th grade pupils who had experienced at least two years in
Follow Through will show achievement (tests locally determined)
equal to, or better than, comparable 4th grade pupils who have
not experienced Follow Through-:
All communities are to be held responsible for conducting some type
of 4th grade follow up study. ‘ﬁata should be collected by people other than

classroom teachers and reported to sponsor as raw and standard scores.

Teacher
Objective: At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 90% of the
Follow Through teachers will correctly identify all seven
of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors from a videotape.

The sponsor will be responsible for collecting these data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample
of teachers will show an average increase of at lcast one

DTB ia planning sessions with parent educators.
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“The sponsor will collect these data in the four PLCE comnunities. Those
not included in the sponsor sample must statec an objcctive regarding teacher

fuse of DTBs to be measured locully.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, 95% of a sample of teachers
will use parent educators in classroom instructional activi‘ies
at least 30% of the time observed.

These data will be collected by thc sponsor in those communities

which are part of the Banta sample. The sponsor will use the Taxonomy of

Classroom Activities. Those communities which are not part of the Banta

sample must state an objective related to effective use of parent educators

in classroom instructional activities. Those communities will be held

responsible for collecting the appropriate data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, 60% of sample of teachers will
engage in at least 1 1/2 hours per weck of planning time for
home visits and task building with each parent educator.

Comnunities will be held responsible for collecting these data.

Parent Educators

Objective: At the end of the 1973-74 school ycar, at least 80% of the
parent educators will correctly identify all seven of the
Desirabi. ivaching Behaviors from a videotape.

The sponsor will be responsible for collecting these data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample
of parent educators will show an average increasec of at least

one DTB used when presentirg tasks to parents.
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The sponsor will collect these data from a sample of communities
using the PECE. Those communities not included in the sample must state
their own objectives rclating to the use of DTBs by paraprofessionals, and

nust collect data to assess tihe objective.

(4

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show
a positiv/ increase in self-concept as measured by the subscales
of the H.v I See Myself on a pretest - posttest basis.

The sponsor shall be responsible for collecting these data.

Objective: During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will
show a change toward a more internal locus of control as
measured by the Social Reaction Inventory (SRI).

The sponsor shall be responsible for collecting these data.

The Community

Objective: (Communities need te <rate Jbjectives for the involvement of
parents i: vonstruction and review of tasks, e.g., provide
‘- iJence that pare:ats have developed tasks.)
The sponsor will have some access to data from the PEWR, but communities

need to elaborate.

Local Options

During the December conference, a number of the objectives contained
in the October 30 proposal were identified as "local options." These
objectives represent lower priorities of the sponsor and are not required
in community proposals. However, some communities might wish to include

the objective (or a modiiication) and should do so with the realization that
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it alone is responsible for collecting data. Objectives in this category

are as follows:

Objective:

OLjecitve:

Objective:

Objective:

Objective:

Objective:

The Parent
By the end of the 1972-73 school year, at least 80% of a
randomly selected sample of mothers (parents) will correctly
identify at least four (4) of the Seven Desirable Teaching

Behaviors (DTBs).

During the 1972-73 school year, parents will demonstrate an

increased knowledge of the PAC.

During the 1972-73 school year, parents will increase or

maintain at a high level their reported use of educational-

recreational facilities.

During the 1972-73 school year, a selccted sample of parents
will demonstrate an increase in, or maintenance of, positive
feelings of interpersonal adequacy and competence.

During the 1972-73 scirnol year, a selected sample of mothers

4
will demcastrate an increase in, or maintenance of, feelings
of control over their lives.
The Teacher

During the 1972-73 school year, teachers will show an increase,

or a maintenance at a high level, of morale (Purdue).
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Sponsor tvaluation

l. Some objectives within the October 30 proposal were identified as
related to sponsor evaluation only, and should not appear in community
proposals. These objectives were:

1. 3y the end of the 1972-73 school year, a randomly selected sample
of Follow Through children will demonstrate more initiative in gocial
situations.

2. By the end of the 1972-73 school year, a randomly selected sample
of Follow Through children will show more innovative behavior.

3. By the end of the 1972-73 schodl yecv, a randomly selected sample
of children will show more curiosity behavior.

4. During the 1972-73 school year, a randomly selected sample of

parent educators will show an increase in the completeness of the home visit

with mothers as evidenced by an increase in the number of topics covered.




Appendix 2
Results from the Home Environment Review

by Individual Community
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Appendix'S
Report on Parent Interviews Conducted

in Alachua County, Florida 1973




Parental Attitudes Toward the Follow Through Program®

Introduction

The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program, adopted in
eleven ;ommunltles in ten states, was implemented as a sponsor research
Vand development program in two schools within the Alachua County, Florlda
Public School System for the school years 1971-72 and 1972-73. A total
of 22 classrooms were involved: eight classrooms, K-ﬁ; at Laﬁe,Fofest,

and 14 classrooms, K-5, at Sidney Lanier. Paraprofessionals.lifing‘in
the community worked in the classrooms and visited parent; in the home
on a'regular basis. | | H
A survey conducted at the end of the 1971-72 schooi fear assessed .
the attitudes of péréﬁts involved in the program Gﬂcﬁoﬁell’repbrt).' In
May, 1973, a similar survey was conducted which not.onlf:profided data
about parental attitudes but also offered an opportunity for comphrlson
between the original Florlda Follow Through Model and a nodel varlatlon.
At Sidney Lanier School the use of team teaching procedures led'to the a
éSS ignment of only onzs paraprof9351onal to each: teacher, while at Lake .
_'Forest two paraprofessionals worked with each teacher in ;elf—contained
classrooms; Thus at Lake Forest, the model was implemented as it usually
is in regular Florida Model communitiés thrqughouf the cquntrf, while at
Sidﬁey Lanier, the variation of the model allowed for a comparison of the

effectiveness of a one paraprofessional per classroom model in which the

paravrofe551on 11 visits each child every other week.

. .‘h"tty Bozler, Doctorial Student, University of Florida and Judith
" . Mctiurray, Graduate Student, University of Florida, Institute for Development

of Human Resources, College of Education. Under the directorship of Ira. J. ’
Gordon, Dircctor, Institute for Development of Human Resources..
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Tha socioccononic level in Alachua County is not typical of that
found in regular Florida Follow Through programs. In regular Follow
Through communities the proportion of lower to upper socioesconomic fﬁmilies
represented in Follow Through classrooms varies from 50 to 90 percent.

In Alaéhua County the upper socioeconomic families outnumber the lower
socioeconomic families approiimately 66 percent to 33 percent. This

situation then, provides a basis for examining the generaiizabiiity of
the model to other socioeconomic populations. More specifically; will

the model be as effective with an upper income group as with a lower

income group?

I. . Development of the Questionnaire

The‘oxiginal 1971-72 interview questionnaire was revised in qu, .
1973, by Dr. Ira Gordon assisted by Ms. Judith McMﬁrray énd'submitted
for finél approval to Dr. Gordon Greenwood and Ms. Dorcthy Sterling. ﬂ
A copy of the questionnaire is included at the end of this report |
as well as suggestions for revision for future.studies. In actual

field use, some of the questions proved unwieldy and required’

clarification by the interviewers.

1T, Sampling Procedures

The 22 classes involved in the program included 609 children. Of
this total, 327 homes were above poverty level and 282 were below the’
poverty level. The ratio of above poverty to below povérty homes was

found to be two to onc within each classroom as well as within the total

sazple.
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Within each classroom a stratified sample (delincated by economic
level) was chosen using a table of random numbers. A sample size of 64
(10 percent of the total population) was chosﬁn; this éonsisted of two
upper income level childreil and one lower income child from each class.
One additional upper income level child was included in the sample from
the Lzke Forest kindergarten due to the fact fhat there was a team
teaching sitgation resulting in a2 larger ratio of upper to lowéf incdme
level families. In this manner then, the sample reflected thé greater
number of upper'éncome level families, |

The total sample from Lake Forest consisted of 22 .families: °15
* lipper income'and seven lower income. At Sidney Lanier, the total sample -

was 42: 28 upper income and 14 lower income. Followihg the interview,

it was discovered that five college student families Hgd been included

in the lower income group. These five families could not be identified
since the names of interviewees were not recorded to insure éonfidentiality;
Thus the Sidney Lanier results may be slightly skewed as these student

fanilies, while definitely having low incomes, fall, on the basis of other

criteria, into the upper socioeconomic group.

III. Field Interviews.

An appointment was made with each fanily by phone, with the exclusion
of those families without phones, prior to the interview. A standardized
guide for phone calls was devised to ensure that parents
understood the purﬂose of the questionnaire, the researchlgroup conducting
the evaluation, and the confidential treatment of all interviews. For those

families selccted for the interview who did not have telephones, an

explanatory letter and short appointment fora (see page 70 § 71) were devised
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and sent cut.  The parents were asked to indicate a convenient time of
day for an interview and return it in the self-addressed, stamped envelope
provided. This method did not reap wuch response; in fact, only two out

£ 10 families that received the letter responded at all.
,
The intervieuwers were informed of the appointment and interview
procedures and were acquainted with the interview instrument. In addition,

a letter of introduction (see page72) signed by Dr. Ira Gordon, was taken

into each home and presented to the parents before the interview began.

-

IV. Results

| Since the sample was delineated by school and along economic lines
several comparison§ may be made from thé data. -Quéstipns answerable by -
a simple yes and no response, are presented in terms of the total number
of yes tb the total number of no and undecided responses.

Similarly, yes, no and undecided totals across the whole sample

have been analysed for upper and lower income parents. In addition,
within each school, the responses to the questions have been tallied
and further divided to indicate responses from upper and lﬁgef income
level families. All of these totals, including percents are include&
in Table I. '

| Questions that did not lend themselves to yes/no responses, are
presented separately in Table II. The data is again tallied across schools

and economic level, as well as within schools and economic levels.



. * - : : - . .
- - . . ) R e
T 3 = R . o g1, .,
N . - , oL m R DI « T PIPIIOPU m 0 ONw =  SIX w ¢ .auN.<.2 & ...?u.;\ua.
e R £ poe REDE R DR T el ozl [z e | vz et bw fer | 02
S ] ~ |oor} 2 ] 0o £|s'zt] t |orsz| ¢ pres| s fosz [ ¢ . oot [§ |3 6T
oot} z . o feess] t|esd cz]ste| v Cofses s foes |y o'ov| z por | z poz |1 et 6T
zzel Tz PSSy s prez e ’ = oov| czjooq ¢ m.m_ glos ) v prov|e |oov ]| 8116 |1 O < s vV 6l
A jorseloe Josz | r | - oaf z| . o5 | € oos | ¢ [ses(y e [T T.n 1 CH
L9} T o f v etz v P09 |6 . o'gz), z|v'i sfoe| vloe] v |wre| o [rue] oz b1z | £ P Ir TA{
e | vferov| ¢ krov e ©vl] 1 lv-iet s |ce1 T |ZOT| € [cOL| € {'se| of [Gev 7 R T (s | S v st
L°eT] z prog | ot 9'gz) zZ|v'rL s 9'¢ U Rty v frree | szfite |t . e | et vl
0'0z| ¢ pog]ar | - oa zfoc| v o |- bret) s pse| 12 R EETIE £1
eof o kres | v (T R W) S R I v ie| 9 PsZ| w _ VU ¢ fies | 2t Zt
oot| st B oot| sz ‘ 0ot | vt "
Ll € ferer] z ke[ n . i W[ ¢ og | 1 ST | v g8 | s Tz ] 1 Est1 | ¢ 5ee it M
t'oy| ¢ ~ poo e 91| 1 TEe | S {0°s¢| 1 bsL | € va
0'cyi T 009 | £ G , B pse |7 pse (¢ g
oo otkee | s 1Y 2 , F R YA I T (2 ) VL) o1 PEC | v L
2'03] ezt poz ] ¢ : 774 NN CATT4 aran YL [ e i |9 TZ | 7 |T5 ] 8 [F°¥ |¢ 9
. o'0s| zipoz|s AT R ST 1 T IR Y A T oW | 11 [ e |t s
: 001| st T s : D I e PToN  F2 L |1 e tsr | ot
. gory st oot| ¢ cot| sz Sorfvt | v
P AR I Y N B RN I N Ll N Y WO I R TN 0 T IO NS N 7 T O A .
(51) ¥34an . K (2) ddddly :
. - - ISTIOI MAVI, . ) ) (Zv) UIINVT RINALIS
. ) . I VL
. ‘ »
R . . .

D
E



. . . . - . ) . . ‘ - - - ' *
. . . ) . - - - ... . te - -
. . . - . -

. LR T F& sl | retl e proa | TC] S |8r ] < o8] &% v 1 ¢ [3] § i8] 9 XA n.S.. 3T H
o oz s poof u . oot s Jez [ TIVsHY ™I _.:m T ooT] 1 joae n. GCi| S locov| v : : . 031 & XN

B LT K N B ozt proa |y s.s.. LS AEL L2 0 N T ST LT G CXTI B 0%s2| ¢ N g Gt
(g} LA T3] 1y ot lo'os a VTl T Pposte pes{s lgatf PIES T U BV ST R W[ ATV ™S 3v I T LA B B UG .~ IR Y
B : 309 {6 kss| s ) prsgg s Zov v feewe] ¢ vl 7 2 0'¢a] 9 Joror] v forcet 1 o £ et et
e e e pree st Froryselity [T fse | a1 9 vilez f Uzl u [ etne] o6 {wsd]asfev | Tty | ¢ |erse] otveao| 62 R ERED ¢
9l e frvi] 6 Eeis vt Ysw) w2 z $ T [ S L0 & out| Ziperjozloe | sfsel v [Sec| ct|zev| 6t S |Taif ¢ Berl6 | VST
z (] 123 at ez 3 33 v [csvyq sslete 1 o 2 |i'se] ilute 1 o b2 ul (21

’Rs RS U p'stfut [ Gt vz | SJre |8 |Zo0] ¢ Pet|ssjié fv[cz |t psr] v |coc) o5 6| T [S6 ] 6! 12
L | . prot {6t keze | €3 6 |2 bosfozlve | O 06l 8 pec|[ssiee [V SEL IO TN TR s fetse |t b4
coy e oot| zz O0t{ ¢F : 0uf Xr oAt e 1
ot 1 ey | ¢ s [ 06 1 e pe je g eifez ] vfvepu )9 foue ] sehce | v fery | 2 fersi ) o9 qreae] as 1 as6| 2 ¥l ot
IR h'se | fproe| 2 . 09| ¢ Joot| 1 Jour] oow | 8 et} 2 e | 1 L2e| @ pesz) o 306 | € vae
IR w.w 1T ke uper| z P99 | £ foor| 1 oot 1 ous | @ peez | s [t TR Y S
oz Yor [vose| st free {er e | s TN W wYe | oy vbe | st ot AT 4

9T [ U pstar fosz| ot free L et iz | s vzl Teie i 16 ) yroz] & v |t o] srfes | 2 ?

1 C Jev [ s poefov a1 j1g [ st st | v T[st[s |vse ¢ [se [vfore Jv Jwve[asieon] 2 [ v §
SR IR T D) oot} 2 3D or o L3 G . K% 1 10°s6 3 ¢ St

i 5D 22 octl 2z A [T 001 xv el vy

T (W I AW A A Wit R Y O SN S S AR S L VS I YO I . 2 DA O O, 90 S GO I
FUF RO mue.k._?uwrs XInNa1g TSRSV VISRV AUNGES =i S'IV401.
. 1910 '
. - .
- . .
' .
- ’ * * e .
. . R .
. . - Gm
. . A4 .



. v Tea] 1 1 Jves| vlee] e]eal sfos | vloroef zef - Fe [t jreqr psela or
m Tjeo [t el 1 esel o] te| 2 TR KR L LU pe gy 62
L T R T 1) e frw| 6 koo cev|9 fes|® g5
‘ Tt e ¢ rereg s . oc| el 2 _n.% stltzl T b [T [tz |t pee _ (| vz
'gTpe Yrogf €T | . oed z| - vie|l s o'cs| tfrre | ¢ jee| sz| - vtz p'ssiea o
T [z | e ooy 1 0°0zf v Joog| O Joros{ ot bor | ¢ Jetr)s Fiv|s | g
Tloee|T Foc | o ez les] sleal Tl T {oc| T |en| ¥ |eot| € pric| oz e |1 i |t fpree et ] vse
ai v 0°05 | § . oaf 1 seegl ¢ |sczr] 1 Joros] ¢ erarye proy g < g v§
ssefs Koo | ot |ovsz| z|cwy| 1 |ezw| s |vi] v |01 £ fose| -8 |res] 6 prez| s |12} ¥ fre f 1 oS L psls | oves
v jviizje Joos| ¢ oo 1| | 0-08| + . Set| ¢ [se8| vrlee| % psi| e fise|e kesle | ess
L9 ] 1T [kK°s6]| #T Je°vl T]e 1 1 . veIL| -s Jeror s 6L S jevl) Popites| 9t LT 6726 § £1 AUR Y
T igies) o1 " o ¢ ¢ |1 N.Ps € JLoss| w2 6Tzel ST L 1t v oz
ooa| et oz | 8 et e v vzs| ¢ fvi| T 6'e6| 9zl | ¢ Tz | 1 |984] 1 [cvi| ¢ v 82
£ 56| o1 oo ¢ . Tzg| sZ[52t| § v L) of Psc v | viz
e vulc jeee| o : ooi| T |ce| ¥ |g8| tlee | T pse| 6 5oV | 2 5G9 § | sse
G'cyl 9 (0709 [ L°Sk 9 kv 1 92°¢ 1 19°%S st m.N_.\ z1 £ 121 0 LTSy 5 v sz
£T€L) T |L°92 | v £yl T queLs| v .vé.n z |9 1 . 9°gL} Lt Lt H ......mv 9 [ v e
Gozl © loag | ot viZ| s pec) ¢ ST AN (R BT s [l 6 4
SEPTY P VAT IS (8} 2 DAY 3 N g T s | e T %
0 I O RN A N SO S I N D S WO AN 0 TN MY OO W IS S NN It NN DO AT S S B
- LB . R REL] - * EER
. T 1sT01 TV . VAINVT AINGIS
. I T10vL E
- ‘ ' )
. o . Lo
. >— )
. hd H



-8-

. . u. - *
. - ., .
vef oo qsa)s fve e feul KT 21D vilst[er[ 2 ss]y ey ] ¢ A3 HEAREEGE jzse § ot
cr s frege e T Tstal se] ool [se T [rale| vl s ...» I3 elsel 1 wlosw | v fep | v jecw i1 Titez gt
StL s jeess] T |utas) ag 98 ¢ e )i fses) et e'r| 2| css] st £6) » [ L3S 2 I S £ i 1 % SRR (AP DI B4
el 2 {ve|5. 3290 Joou) 25| sy Yo{ser gt fezefot | ve] t]er]e]te] s 1{oe] ¢ widy | 1 £ q¥v )1 e et
! INE RS LI 12+ z [ 3N 'R KT ve{trise] »r oo &t sz 1 [ SE| T {s6fT (s oLk
SO ¢ AN 52 Y s lesjr Jenls wnt] 9 | rex] o] st PRZ I vesif 2 E AL B
e | ¢ lrerth g [szt] 8 [wss| wloe voJearfr (sesfev vz clen] s s6 | v oo & 1191l s tefs'e | o2 Jrew] s T )
bt fzee) ¢ fstit[ 6 [zows] ctlote v S°vs| 9 otz s (osz| £ fesy ¢ vl ¢ 7 R
A Clywceny ve 19tay) s jote s'r)t Vofuresy i 155y | per2 o otes] o [oons] s s ] ou] @ [oze| vidaav] stleovi| s Js6| 2z 197221 ez | v
0T Uyt ¥ (5ol ¥ fgsol ze P 9 S8 oSy [ vef vy 1ol ¢ [eet| s vt 12 tg v Jcoi) s Jose| tefrs | ¢ |eu| € || € fias g qt
s v ivelw 9 forse srisol tisv] 1t t fvosfar v spen]s [6vt] s foos| seloe] s |9t s [prunf s fsraof aspy | t 38w} 1 juw i :zrcalsn
@7 1 % 4 1w {9 4 <y 1 1 £4 r"e 1 t &F 3 < [T} Kre 1 £ t RAE 1] b PRS2 BN S E ] 1
tlue} oz Jsee) ssisel a svln ot |z's1] » vzl 1 oea] ecclsa]r T RO ERE TR IR EEBEE R
2°r it rS{r'r}y & PR AR LA TIR [N TANSE T A HE RS AN teca | L9 | § AN BFA G S X TN
s} tisays [wez lro ot oozt fororgt Jecoef L posh v foer| s fes | ot {90 mfew] tswl € les [3 so5g| 2 L ¥
o'ttt Jeos) se{ete| a s'¥5| zt {s-sy| o1 rzl o es] ve]so] e X2 XD 13 viidl ot szl o
;..l»m Ulerht Tous) svjeel ar sv ]t |vespstfezlo fe2f 1 RGN oL 6 sv) 1 Jsiercr [ivi ot
w i I A DY B G S0v| &t |S ot 8¢ S3C | S1{i's9| 2 Sl ot pore] il
"85 09 . 06y jooe] ¢z N% Z lose] o4 04 § W) o v J1 Tse | oal
L1 1 [y D .n R Y o. 3 - [ » T 1T v = A) < vy J L * 1 15C { K L3NS B ) :
$Sical ..;.:..« uu.:,.x_ A TSTISIoAVT ' viisvi = bl
1 10ve
- . ¢
- ) . .
. . . . ..
- .

@€ © <« a < 0

o« «a

-

Q

- o a———

PAruntext provided by eric

E



TABLE 11
-9-

TOTAL
Sidney Lanice
Lolaky Eugnsy
' a4 a) warking--dldate have tins 31 &
b) not davitad 2 g
¢) dantt feol pazants should
na to clas:iroens
d) othar ¢ 4
blan% 9 13
working aud not invitad K 5 19
! UTAL 32 5) 108
15 a) favorable 11t 2232 Penst elezd il 7331 13 70,3 23 (65.1 23 166,51 15] 6R.3 43 657.2
unfavornble i 105 211353 eftr.el {- 348 7.0 21 9. s 7.5
noutral | 2] 133 8 286 3f 428 2f 155 512380 10]25.5 10 § 23,¢ S1 22,4 [ IR PEN]
blank 7 1l 48 1) 2.4 1 1.
T07TAL 1abtoos 73 ttaast 7 Lot 15 hiowst 21 1100% 1 45 {190% ax ftony | 221100y 64 300%
2l.  hona wl 70425 1 8o 6] 8591 13] 855] 15, 76.2| 38 1 88.4 35183.% 19} €6 54 £4.4
scheol 1} 67 2.5 {43 1.6
elsewhers } YA IR 3.8 [] 4.8 2.3 21 4.4 f 3.1
ho=e and school 1 7.4 1 3.4 1043 Y, &l 2] 951 2 4.7 24 4.8 21 vl 6,2
blank 21143 1 3F 2) 95 11 2.5 3y 4.1 3 4.7
M TOTAL 1110005123 1ic0 4 7 (10u%s8 15 {1003 2t {1003 { 45 p00% 42 1100% 22 {100y 64 1203
2} b) twice a month 1 3¢ 2.3 1] .9 1 1.6
cnce a nonth 1l 241 Tel 114y 1{ 6.4 2] 95] 24 4.7 2 .§ 21 9.1 4 6.2
twice a year (L7031 100 v) 6.7 1) 43l ¢4 9.3 4{ 9.5 1} 45 5 7.3
once a ysas 1 3. 11 6.1 2117 JUI1 RN 2 3.2
as ofien a3 possible 1) 7.1 1] 4.8 1) 2.4 L6
undecidad L1 7.1 14, 21 9.5 2. 11 4.5 2 3.1
bilank 10 § 71422 73.0 S {7020 12.{85.Cf 1S { 71,4153 179.1 32 J7s7f 17 77.84 49 76.6
. TGTAL 14 L0DS23 003} 7 ROOS ) 15 SGGY 3 31 [lgu} |45 {a0% 42 500% | 22 Jicud 64 1903
25 a) conca a waek 1 7.12 7.0 4157 13 {86.7 S |23.5/15 §53.9 3y 7.8 170 77.5 20 3.2
. every two waes3 1o j 7420 V71,4 2328, 2)13.3112 [57.1]22 15,2 3n 2.4 47118, 33 53.1
1253 31206 [21.4 bt 4119.1f 6 §14.9 9 J24.4f 1 4. & 0 15.6
TOTAL 14 0003)23 ROOS| 7 G00%) 15 g00s | 21 1003 §43 {003 42 §00% § 22 1100 ¥ 1003
25 b) too much 1 3.60 1431 412 1 4.8 5 111.6 1 2.4 5 122.% [ 9.4
too littla 2118503 119.% 2195/ 3170 5 {11.9 > 7.5
just right 12 ] 85.7]22 ¢ 6 { 85.70 10 1565.6 13 185,732 }74.4 34 181.0f 164 72.7 50 73.1
blank 7 7.1 11 6.7 3070 71 4.8] 1) 3.4 3 3.7
T3TAL 1¢ 2005423 _ho0y) 7 110051 1S k0od § 20 Jlaos [43 t0g% 32 {00% t 22 JICOs 64 100%
32 u) yas, 2 great deal of offece] 2]14.3 6 J21.4] 111431 714675 3F14.9 13_130.2 afin.y 8j3s.4d 16 25.0
yes, a littio effs=ce 6 {42.410 135.4 20285 2§13.3 8 [33.1j12 {27.9 % Jad.l 31143.] 20 31,2
Neas t b 140.4l2 t42.6 «157.4] 6}40.019][47.6113 §41.9 32.5) 10} 45.3 33 43.8
oo 14 (093123 3003 ) 7 ngas{ 15 1008 {21 fCO% {43 00¥ s003 | 2211003 64 b 100%
¥ -
3
LR

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-10-

V. Discussion of Result

UZ

A general overview of the qunﬂftonnvlre responses indicates that
parents vwere favorable towards the Follow Through program in both schools.
Question 1, requesting initial reactions to the program revealed 52
positive responscs to 11 negative and one unanswered response. Similar
findings vere notéd when parents were asked for their present reactions to

~ : .
the Follow Through program (Question 2} which elicited 52 positive, six
negative and four undecided responses. The same questions were contained
in_last year's unpublished study and the same favorable outlook on_ Follow
Through was noted (32 responses of a total sample size of 42 were positive
with eight negative responses).

Another question (#41) which gave the parents an oppbrtﬁﬁity tor
further comment confirmed these positive oﬁtlopks towards the f;ogram.
0f the 39 interviewees who commented, 30 parents strongly supported the

program; 10 of these specifically verbalized their desire that the program

continue; other comments included exp*e551ons of '"delight'" and “enjoyment"

S

with the program. Of these 30 parents three commented that although their
parent educator was not doing her job, they readized the potential of

the program and wished its continuation. There were nine negative comments
about the program. However, three of these liked the program and restricted
their negative comments to the lack of 1nd1V1dua11ty in the home learning
actiqities.

Coz1 Verbalization

We werc particularly interested in the parents’ ability to verbalize
the goals of the progran; the supposition being that if the parent could

verbalizo the voals there must be definite understanding of the program aims

[}
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Question 3, examines this avca of goal understanding. In analyzing

the responses, it became appavent that there were two levels of goal
understﬁnding. The highest level of understanding included an awarcness
of the importance of the parvent-child interaction. The sccond leval of
understanding was more limiting in that the parent focused on only one
significant portion of the program rather than the totality. Included
in this category were responses which limited program objectives to
'parent-school cooperation,"” "helping the child," or Yenrichment of the
child's learnipg." Of the 51 out of 64 parents who could verbalize the
goals, 35 were included in the higher level of goal uqdérs;anding and

16 demonstrated limited understanding as illustrated in Table III.

Vhen asked to verbalize goals, seven parents'stated that they had no
idea, or merel} said that they hoped the program would continue. Anothex
six parents stated a goal but their response was iﬁdicative of a mis-
understanding. Such responses included: '"help the teachexr know the chil
better," or "the program was geare& to underprivileged children." This
ﬁas in contrast to last year's study which found 28 of the 42 fa@ilies
Iunable to state aﬁpropriate program goals. Only 14 of the 4é pgrents

of last year's study could verbalize any goal compared with 51 of 64

pavents in this year's study.

o
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TABILE T11

Quastion #3--Coal Verbalization

SIDNEY LANIER LAKE FOREST | SCHOOLS COMBINED
Lower § | Lower§ . ' Lower &
Upper Upper | Uppar

Lower |Upper |Com- |Lower |Upper |Com~ |Lower | Upper | Com-
Incons | Incone| bined {Incoms| Income|bined {Incomei Incomel bined

High Level No. 9 14 23 5 7 12 14. 21 35
+ Goal, %] 64 50 | 54.8 | 71 47 | 54.5 66.7] .48.8 54.7
- Verbalization . : S )

. Low Level No. 4 7 11 1 4 5 5 11 16
Goal | %] 20.6] 25 | 26.2 | 14.3 26.7} 22.7 | 23.8 25.6] 25
Verbalization
Higher & - No.l 13 21 | 34 6 11 | 17 19 32 | s1
Lower Level %1 93 79 81 86 73 | 77.3 S0 77 80
Goal
Vexrbalization
Combined
Goal Misunder-| No.| 1 7 8 1 4 5 2 | 1.{ 13
standing % 7.1 25 19 i4.3  26.7{ 22.7 10 | 25.6] 20.3
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Schonl Prosran Ditferences

e wérc particularly interssted in comparing pavental response fron
the two schools. Sidney Lanier classvooms had only one parent educator
vwno visited the homes biweekly while Lake Forest had two parent cducators
who visited homes weekly. A greater percent of the Lake Forest parents
(35%) indicated that the program had a greater affect on their inter-
actions with their children than did the parents from Siﬁney Lanier (19%)
(Question 32, Table II). However, 38% of the Sidney Lanier parents feported
that the program had a small effect as compared to 18% of the Lake Foreét
parents. The summation of lesser and greater effectiveﬂess scores indicates
that 57% of the Sidney Lanier population and 54% of the Lake Forest
population_agree& that there had been some program effectiveness.

A greater proportion of Lake Forest parents report behavioral changes
in their children due to the program 50% (11 iarents) than do parents from
Sidney Lanier 31% (13 parents). Within each school, lower income parents
ﬁore strongly related child behavior to program influences than did upper
income parents (Question 34A).

Nine (21%) of the parents had difficulty communicating with the parent
educﬁtor at Sidney Lanier while no Lake Forest-parents had COﬁmunication
problems. Rzsponses to Question 29A would seem to support the position

that mdre %requeﬁt home visits result in fewer communication problems.
. A ",
o (Sae Tgbie 11, #29A for further breakdown.) o .
| Parents at Lzke Forest fdlt.they understood school academic e&pectation
for theiv chfldren to a greatef extent than did Sidney Lanier parents; 20

arents (00%) td'33”parcnts (79%) respectively (Question 12). Similarly,
P .

Lake Forest parents more strongly indicated that they were learning zbout
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their childeen 19 (85%) as compared to Sidaey Lanier pavents 33 (77%)
(Questiun 13). Most pavents indicated they liked home visits as noted
in Qucgtion 21 (see Table ILI[).

Seyenty~scvcn parcent of the Lake Forest parents were visited weekly
whil'e 71% of the Sidney Lanier parents were visited biweekly. This was in
keeping with the program variation at each school. It is especially
noteworthy that most of the parents across schools felt that the number
of visits per month was just right (Question 26B): 34 (81%) of the
parents at Sidaey Lanier and 16 (73%) of the parents at Lake Forest.
However, five (23%) of the pafeﬁts from Lake Forest felt the home visits
were too frequent as compared to one parent (2%) from Sidney Lanier.

Along these sams lines, five .(12%) of Sidney Lanier parents indicated

that they were visited too little while no Lake Forest parents so indicate

4
Z
4

School Program Similarities

An overvhelming majority (100%) of the parents interviewed responded
positively to the suggestion that:the goals of the program were valid
(Question 4). Similarly, a large majority felt that theif children
enjoyed the paren% educator's visit to thec home, 52 (81%) of the parents
responded positiVely to this question (#40). 1In addition, most of thcf
parents felt it extremely important.that the parent educator work part
times in-tha classroom. Parents also strongly believed (100%) that the

“school and hosiz shéuld work together in the education of the child |
’(Questién 11). ‘A'majority of parents felt they were_al;o partners
with the school but fo a lesser degrce (Question 14) with 54 parents
responding yes (84%). Last year's study found 100% pavental agrecment

of home and school cooperation with 91% of the parents seeing themselves
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s partuers with the school., This trend then has becin coitsistent over
the two years of the program's duration.
The temaing between school and parent was also borne eut by the
r?sults of Question 16. Forty-three (67%) of the parents believed that
an advisory council composed of parents and other interested people should

be set up for each school. Of those in favor of this advisory council,

15 (35%) strongly stated that parents should play a large role in educa- |
: p P .

tional decisions. One parent stated, '""There is no such thing as parents

being too involved with schools.”" Nine (20%) of the parents who thought
the advisory council was a good idea, did caution restraint on parental

control. Some of these comments included: 'Parents might cause more

i
!
1

- | |
"Parents should Know what is going on and have some say, but school personnf
. |

trouble thén good because these are areas where parents have no eﬁpertise,"
_ !

know better about children and discipline. Parents can speak about subject.
métter in a limited way. Parents should be advisors and not have the
authority to change things."

Parents in both schools (81%) were in agreement that the schools had 3
a better underﬁtanding of their children as learners dus to éhe home<visit§
{Question 10). Similarly, 52 (81%) of the pérents'reported that they wérej
leérhing moré.;bout their children through the increased contact with thg
school (Question 13). These findings are comsistent with last year's Study
With the school program variations, it was interesting to note that'parents
from Lake Forest, with the weekly visitation, more strongly responded yes
to Question 13: " 19 (85%) of the parents as compared to 33 (79%) of the

parents from Sidney Lanier.
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Quastion 30 asked what elsc pavents discussed aside from tasks with
the parent cducator. Only three parents said they didn't talk about
anything else and eight did not respond at all. All of the wvemaining’
53 pavents vho responded positively, indicated that the topic of
discussion centered around the child and how he was doing at school, or
how to deal with the child's problems at school. Three comments bear
inclusion as they reflect the attitude of the parent towards the parent
educator with regard to the, latter's knowledge of.the child. " 1The .
parent educator kpew a lot about the child and &id WOnders'fbr him and
the parents." This was from a Lake Forest upper income parent. Another
Lake Forest upper income parent said, "We discussed activities in the
classroom, reference ﬁaterial; and activities at school--it was vexry
enjoyable." A Lake Forest lower income parent added, "We discussed
our children. It was valuable to compare witﬁ another parent."n And
2 Sidney Lanier upper income parent indicated that they discussed
"bringing up children. It was helpful that the'parent educator was

a pareﬁt herself.”

Parent and Parent Educator Relations

The following group of questions focuses on parental® relations
“with the parent educators. In response to Question 5, the majority
of parén£$.f;cm both schools, 49 (77%), said that the parent educator
need not come from the same neighborhood as the paremts they serve, while
1!*(17%staid the parent educator should come from the same ngighbofhood.
There was no apparent difference between school; nor by ecénomic level

§ss indicated in Teble IV).
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TABLE IV

Should the parvent educator come from the same neighborhood?

1. This year's study
L4

Sidney Lanier- Lake Forest
Upper Incoms. Lower Income Upper Income Lower Income
Yes No Yes No Yes'  No ' Yes ° No
3 11 _ 4 20 1 6 . 3 12

21% 79% 14% 71% 14% 86% - 20% 80%

2. Last year's study

Sidney Lanier , Lake Forest
Upper Income - Lower Incaome Upner Income Lover Income
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
3. . 10 7 2 11 3 4

21% 715% 100% 14% 78% 43% 57%

|La§fyeat'§ study also found it was unnecesséry for the parent educator
to come from the same neighborhood as the parents.

Question 6 asked if parents thought the parent educator should conme
from a similar economic background as the families she served. The
overall response suggests this was unimportant, as 47 (73%) of the parents
gave negative answers compared to 15 (25%) of the parents who felt tﬁat 
the parent educator should come from a similar economic background |
(Table V}. We found that the lower income parents more often reported

in favor of parent educators coming from a similar economic background.
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TABLE V
Is it important for the parent cducator to

coirz from a similar econowic background?

1. This year's study

Upper Inceome Parents - | Lower Income Parents

Yes No . Yes ' No .
- 9 34 7 13
. 21% : 79% 33% 62%

2. Last year's study

Upper Income Parents Lower Income Parents

Yes No Yes No

) ' 15 4 10
32.1% 53.7% 28.6% 71.4%

Recasting last year's data in an upper-lower income comparison, reveals
similar results (#2 of Table V). Both studies seem to indicate economic

background of the parent educator is not detrimental to a program that

cuts across economic levels,
Qusstion.27, which asked if the parents had any problem communicating
with their pzrsnt educator, also pertains to family, parent educator

relations. Thez findings here indicate that parcnts had little difficulty

(84%) of total interviewees reporting no communication

in this arvea with 54

difficulty. While some parents felt there was a problem in comrunicating

ERIC
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uwith either the teacher or the parent cducator, only one pareat of the
total sample indicated that ke thought the teacher and parent cducator
had problems comumunicating with him. There were 58 (91%) of the parents
vho said there were no problems and five parents who did not respond to
. the'question (#29). Last year's study reported 36 (86%) of the parents
iﬁdicated that parent educators and teachers have no problems talking

. /

with them. The report also found only one parent having communication
difficulty (2.4%) . |

Parents' responses to Questions 5 and.27'strong1y suégest that parents
and pareﬁt educators of similar or different economic baqurgunds and
neighborhoods can work kell together and have few problemglcommuniCatinJL
Adding more weight to this idea are tﬁe results from Question 22 which
asked if parents felt comfortable héving someone from school visit in
their homes regularly. Ninety-five percent of the parents.at Sidney
Lanier and 91% of the parents from Lake Forest indicated they were
comfortable in these circumstances. Thi§ is interesting in light of
the fact that the parent educators were 211 from lower incoge:level homes
and it does suggegt the wide applicability of the program. - Last year'§
study found 39 (93%) of the parents in agreement with regular honme ‘
visitation. h

Parent Participation

Questions 7, 8, and 9 dealt with parent participation in the- classroom..
Of the total sam;lells (23%) of the parents zctually spent time in thes |
classroom; 11 (26%) of thesc were upper income level parenfs and four
. (19%) were lower income level parents. When asked if they felt éccepted

by the teacher and the parent educator when in the classroom (Questions 8
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and 8A) oaly two parents answered positively and onc did not answer
either way. Question 9 which looked at reasons for not being visited
ov not working in the classroon found that 30 of the nonvisited pareats
(60%) were vorking and thus felt that they didn't have times. No parents

N - - - - - .
from Sidnegy Lanier indicated that not being invited prevented taeir
participation in the classroom and only two parents from Luke Forest

cited this as reazson for not going to the classroom. Interestingly,

no parents chose Option c which stated that parents should noﬁ go to
' classrooms. Quegstion 9 d, which asked for any other reasoﬁ§ why parents j

had not visited in the classroom, elicited a response from two parents

at Sidney Lanier and two from Lake Forest who all stated that the reaéoﬁ

for their non-participation in the classroom was a combinatibn of their.‘ |

working was iell as not being invited. In total, there was 22% partici~

paticn in the classroom by parenﬁs. |

‘Parent participation improved with regard to Follow Through parent

=]

-eetiﬁgs. A total-of 45 (70%) of the parents said that they had been
notified about parent meetings (Question 17). This included 31 (74%) of
the parents from Sidnsy Lanier and 14 (64%) of the parents from Lake . ;
Forest. Of those notified, 18 (40%) of the parents attended meetings
(Question 19A). The breakdown by school shows: 13 (42%) d: the pareﬁté

from Sidney Lanier and five (36%) of the pareﬁts fiom Lake Forest. One-

half of these parents thought that the meetings were of value (Queﬁtion 193).‘
When asked if the parents haa a ﬁoice in the program, 12 (67%) of the

parents who attended the meetings answered positively (Question 19C).

When asked specifically to describe the manner in which parents had input

into the prograw operation, eight of the pareats attending mestings made

ERIC
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additional comments (Table VI). Parents indicated that they could rake
sugeestions, ask questions, and actively participate. One pavent said
that she had suzeested new ideas for tasks and was en“ouravcd to virite
her own home learning activities. It is interesting to note that 56
.
(88%) of the total sample responded to Question 20: Parents should have
a voice in prograam operation. This high percent éf positive responses
was consistent within the schools and across economic lines. There
were them, more parcnts who agreed with the idea tha; parents should
participate in various phases of the program than uwere willing or able
for whatever reasons to put their feeling or idealization into practice.
This was an increase from last year's findings.. Last year's étﬁdy
indicated 17 (40%) of the parents were not notifieu of parent meetings,
while this year 15 (23%) were not notified of mestings
(a

We were interested in knowing if parents thought that participation

in the progran had been bereficial to the chi ild in terms of academi

performance (Questions 33 A, B, C). Parents from both schools found

the program a conéributing factor in their child's improved schooi
achievement. Seventy-iwo percent of the parents at Sidney Laniér and
55% from Lake Forest answered positively to Question 33A.

Similarly, 53 (83%) of the parents reported they had a better
understanding of school expsctations.due to the provran. Last year's
study revealed 32 (75%) of the parents had a better understanding of

school expzctations,
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Thirty-Ffive parents indicuted the following areas as wuys that the

1

progran fucd ieproved the child's achievement ita school: (o) skill
improvemsnt in reading, math, English, and pepmanship; (b)  individualize
attention increment for child by parent, teacher, and parent cducator;
[c2 rore understanding of child by parents, parent educator and teacher;
(d) attitudinal improvement and higher interest in school activities by
child;. (¢) self-regulation and responsibility of child due to tasks;

(f) social skills increment by child. The breakdown of theée responées

is given by school and income level in Table VI.

TABLE VI
Sidney Lanier Lake Forest
Upper Income Lover Income Upper Income Lower Income-
3-a 4-a 5-b 2-a
S5-b 3-b 3-c 1-b
1-c 1-c 1-d l-c
1-d l-e ’ 1-f
l-e
1-f
a. academic skills for reading d. attitudinal improvement
b. individual attention e. self-regulating
c. awareness of individual f. social skills

child's developmant

We also wanted to know if parents thought their child's behavior
imprdved due to the program. Twenty-four tSS%) of the parents thought
their éhild's behavio¥ had iﬁproved this year (Question 34A). Thirtcen
(54%) of those thought that the child's behavior improved due to partici-

pation in the program (Question 34B). Twelve pavents, nine upper income
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and three Towrr incone, described ways the progrem helped inprove
buehavior in their caitdren.  These veports fell into three groups:

&le
(a) tvo (lSB%{;'LLHtS reported the child behaved better in se nool
because ol contact betveen pavenit and parvent cducator: the tonz of
thase responsss involved child's knowledge that his behavior vould be
repocted at home; (L) five (39%) of the parents indicated that the
child hod learnsd to finish activities, to work more diligently, or
to pay attenﬁion; (c) three (23%) of the parents felt the pfogram.
. improved social skills. |
Forty-four (69%) of the parents thought their childfen had learned
to relate mors adequately to their teachers and peer groups this past
year. Of thess, 25 (52%) felt that this imﬁrovemen;‘was due to the
progcean in the following ways: (a) language expressionvimproved;
{(b) child feels appreciated or special so he wants to do more; {c)
child has learned how to share; {(d) child receiveg individual help from

teachzr, varvent and parsnt educator; (e) child is more relaxed, less shy

because he knows parent educator. Table VII indicates the distribution

of these responses by school and income lsvel.

TABLE VII

Sidney Lanier - Lake Forest
Upner Income Lower Income Upper Income- Lower Income
1-a 1-a l-a
1-c 1-b 1-b
1-d 2-d 3-d
&g l-e 2-0
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Hoe Leaening Activities

(88%) from Sidnay Lanisr and 18 (82%) from Lzke Vorest (Question 33).
[

Quastions 36-39 snecifically dealt with home Icarning activitics

(tasks). The analysis of the responses revealed that the majority of

the parents thought that the tasks werce suited to their children, 37

Rearalysis of last yecar's data reveals 28 (67%) of the parents reported
tasks were suited to their children. This year 55 (b6 %) felt that thel
children enjoyed doing the learning activities (Question 39) Not only
did the parents-report the tasks were suitable and engoyable for the
child but thsy also felt the tasks were valuable for the child (Question
37). Thirty-seven parents (88%) fvom Sidney Lanier andl16 paxrents (73%)
from Lake Forest commented on the fositive valuz of the tasks; only foﬁf.
(6%) of the parénts thought the learning activities were of no value
while 14% of last year's parents reported the activities of no value.
Eight parents made suggestions for changes in the home learning activitied
calling for more‘individualized task selection and one parent pointed out
a lack of creativity in the activities. Five of the eight parents commen?
on the lack of challenge in the tasks.

Thirty-ssven {38%) of the parents felt that the parent educator had

taken steps to ind1v1dualizé the home learning activities:for their

children whilz 22 (34%) commented on the lack of such individualization
of ta;ks by the parent educator (Question 38). This was an improvement
from last ysar's findings when 21 parents (50%) indicated the lack of
individuality in the tasks.

This guastionnzirz was developed to evaluate the program and not

the effectivensss of particular parvent educators. However, since the
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pavent cducutor is the primary link beiveon home and school, and because

nany parents reported their positive and negative reactions to the parent

educators the following respoases have been included: In total, eight
(13%) of the parents had nsgative comments, while 20 (31%) of the parents
¢

had positive comments about their parsnt educators. This is in comparison
to last year's data revealing 10 (24%) of the parents responding negatively..

Some of the nzgative comments from this year's study were: "The parent

0-4

educator only came a few times and broke many appointments:" "The ﬁarent
cducator has not had an environment which prepares them for working with
children in learning situations." "The parent educator was irregular

with visits." 'One parent educator was helpful but the other was no good."
"Parent educators have trouble reading tasks. The chiid's reading surpasses
the parent educator's at times." The positive comments revealed: 'Children
loved the parent educator." 'Parent educator gives the child approval,
praise and lots of of attention." “Th° parent educator had good sqggestibns
sbout understanding behavior, emotions of people, how to relate these to
T.V. shouws." "I could ask the parent educator many questions abouf schooi;
The child likad the tasks and P.E." "I learned what my chiid neseded to
benefit his learning from suggestién of the P.E." '"The P.E. brought my

girl out z lot." "Child adores P.E., she trys very hard at her tasks.

I an very proud." .

It should be emphasized that no question specifically requested

parental opinion of pzrent educator effectiveness. The above comments

iere initiated by the parents during the interview.

iy %
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Loaclusion
1. Gencrally, pavents were favorable towards thesFollow Through
prograﬁ in the vegular model at Lake Forest as well as the model variation
at Sidney Lanier. At Lake Forest two paraprofessionals worked with a

tedcher in a self-contained classroom, while at Sidney Lanier, the use

of team teaching procedures involved only one paraprofessional par

B

classroont. In keeping with this positive outlook, parents fronm botﬂ
schools strqﬁgly voiced their desire that the progran ﬁe cOntinued.-

. . 2. The situation within the university community of Cainesville,
Florida, has provided an opportunity to assess the generalizability of
‘the Florida Follow Through Model. In this community, only one-third of
the families fall within the lower socioeconomic bracket while regular
Follow Through communities are composed of at least 50% lower in;ome
families. There were no real differences between parents of either
socioeconomic group. Most parents felt that they had gained insight
and understznding of their childrem from the visits with the parent
educator. During the home visits the major topic ¢ parent educator-
barcnt conversatioﬁs was discussion of the child.

The possibility of wide application of the Florida Model is fﬁrther
supported b} the fact that lower socioeconomic paraprofessionals weré
ablz to serve lower and upper income groups equally well. Neighborhood
locale and sociocconomic grouping of the pafaprofessionals was not a

rmajor concern to most parents. Howgver, parents were disconcerted when

paraprofessionals did not keep regularly scheduled visits or could not

ERIC
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3. Most parents were notified about pareat meetings (70%) and
exprassed dosive to have a voice in the program (83%). However, only
18 (40%) of those notified attended meetings. Most of these parents
atteading felt they had input in the program.: This may suggest other
techyiques are needed to get parents and program personnel together.

4. Parents from both schools co&side&ed the‘p;ogram a positive
factor in bettering their child's academic performance. Parents felt
they could better understand school expectations and similariy that
the school had greater insight into .the individual child.

5. Over 80% of the parents felt home learniﬁg activities were

suited to their children. They agreed the tasks were valuable and

child-oriented;
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NAME o

Do you consant to bz interviewed? YES ' I ¢

What time of day is wmost coavenient for you?

What day of the wezk is most convenient for you?

If you prefer, you may call the Uriversity of Florida at 392-0741 and.
set up an interview appointment. : . ‘
We shall send confirmation of date and time for interview by mail.
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May 7, 1973

Deax

.

The University of Florida is once again atteﬂpulng to
evaluzte the Follow Through program at
School. Since is involved in thuis
program, we are interested in getting your fesling about .

the program.

You have been randomly selected as one of 64 represcnta-

tive parents from a total group of 400 parents. If it is

cceptable to you one of our interviewers would like to come
to your home and interview you. This interview would take
no longer than thirty minutes and, of course, would be
confidential; your name vill not be used with the data
collected. Your child's principal has reviewed and approved
the list of quastions.

Please fill out the enclosed short form and return it in
the self-addressed, stamped envelope includzd.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

/:2;,g V,. f\c/;;\

Ira J. Gordon, Director
&, Gradua;e Research Professor

I«TG/ b -
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May 7, 1973

Dear Follow-Through Parent:
As you know from an earlier contact, this interview
is to provide you with a chance to evaluate the Follow
" Through program now that you and your child have been
involvad in it for the full school year.
Your interviewer will be one of the following
persons: Ms, Imogene Lee, Ms. Millie Combs, or Ms. Judith
McMurray. The questionnaire which she will be using has
cen approved by your school principal.
Your fullest cooperation will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely, .

£ 5.
S;Zgr;gll//(z7lcéZP~\

Ira J. Gordon, Director
§ Graduate Research Professor

IJG/ow
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QUESTIONS

1 reactions tovard the Follow Through Program?

- .

2. ¥ Yhat are your present reactions toward the program?

Lo

o e, -~

3.% Wi

hat do you see as thz goal({s) ol thez progran?

*S

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ao Poevision Saction



B

5-*

6.*

7.*

8’

O

EMC

JAruitoxt Provided

The purposes of having the PLE. work in the
classroom are to afford to each child
greater individual attention and to help
the P.E. to better understand the child so
25 to be zble to relate with the parents.

Are, the e valid purposss to you?

b. Should the P.E. work part time in
the classrcom with the teacher?

If the answer is no to either a or b
or both, please 1list jour recommendations
for a and/or b.

Should the P. E. come from t the same neighbor-
hood or living area as you do?

Should the P.E. be of the sams or similar
econcmic background as yvou?

3

bid you spend time working in the classroom?

If the answer to number 7 is yes, did you
feel accepted by the teacher in the classroom?

Did you feel accepted by the P.E. in
the classroom? '

If ysur answer to number 7 was no, way
didn't you visit the classroon?

a. workingz - didn't have time.

%. not invited

¢. don't feel that parents should go
to c¢lassrocums

d. other (please describe)

e,
b —
r————

wyision Szotion

YES .

N

-33-

UNDECILED




10.

11,

-t
N

15,

16.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.ot

ey Byl vy ©
DI NRVLIN L0 anouien

Shoulg the scheool and the home work together
in the educatica of your child and other
children? .

Has the prograa heipad you as a parent better
understand what the school expects of /our
child in the zcademic areas (re1d1n

‘mathematics, etc.)?

Are you as a parent learning more about Yyour
child from the P.E. and the teacher?

Do you as =z paren‘ consider yourself as a
partner vith the schuol in terms of your
child’'s learning?

A. Do you think theve are other ways that
parents shoulcd be included in school
aside from PT , working in classrooms,
and serving as class wothers?

)

B. If ths answer is YE3, then what ways
suzrast?

There is presently a bill before the Florida
Legislaturc which calls for the creatidn of
a Citizens Advisory Council for each school,
composed of parcnts and other interested
pzople.

A. Y¥hat do you think of this idea?

Pavorable . Uufavorable Neutral

YES

NO

UNDECL




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

17.

20.

21.

~-35.

Yi:§ HD UNDECTIDEDR
Siduey Lunier - fiere you notified in advance
about the noetings of the Human Belations
group of the PTA or e PAC?
— — ———

Lake Forest -~ liere you notified in advance
about the Follow Through parent meetings?

If th

¢ answer is no to number 17, did you
know that therc

were parent meetings?

Do not answer the next three questicns if
your answer was no to number 17:

“a., Did you attend parent meetings?

b. lere the meetings of value to you?

c. Did parents have 2 voice in how the

program operates, etc.? ——
d. In what way did parents have a veoice

in how the .program operates?

Do you think parents should have a voice in
tihe program?

Should the visits by the teacher and/or the
P.E. be mads at your home or at the school?

home
school ,
gisewnere (pleas2 specify) .

Do you feel comfortablie having someons from
the school come to your home on a regular

basis?
Did thes teacher visit with you in your homz
a3 well as the P.E.?

A. If the tcacher were alone in the class-
roon, do you think the teacher should
:ularly scheduled home visits

2
things like your P.E. has done?




YES N0 UNDECILE

24.(contd.)

[0
[ 72

25,

™~
(03}

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

If yes, then: )
B. How often should those visits be nade? _
C. Hoir do you think the school system should

handle this?
A. Did you make suggestions to your P.E.?

If the answer to A is yes, then:

B'

A.

t.

Yere your suggestions followasd up?

fow often were you visited im your home?

once a week, once every two weeks, less (pleasa specify)

Mas tris:

too much, too little, jus

(]

right

Do you have problems ccmmunicating with the PE?

1f yes, please explein.

Do you have problems conmunicating with the

. o
teacner: -

if yes, plcase explain,




29.

YES

!

)

0

-37-

UNDECIDED

Do thay (the teacher and/or the P.E.) have

AL
problens cemmunicating with you?

If yes, pleasce explain.

Apart from the tasks, what do you and the P.E.

30.
talk about that you.consider valuable?

31. lhat kinds of things did you do with your child
that were helpful to him in school beiore this

progran started?

-

2.5 A. Has this programn uad any effect on the kinds
of things you do with your child? :
o _Yes,. g great deal of effect

action

Revision Seoc

*Soo

ERIC

——e
Please give specific examples if answer is yes.

Yes, a little effect

none



3. A

“35.% A,

aly 0
Q et

ERIC )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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YES NO

Has your child's achievement in school
improved this year?

UNDECIDED

If so, do you think this due to the
progran?

How?
¢

Has your child's behavior improved this

year?

If so, is this due to the program?

How?

oes your child relate to his teacher as
vell as to his peers more adequately now
than at the beginning of the year?

If so, is this due to the program?

How?

the tasks suited to your child?

Are the tasks of value to your child?

- If no, how should the tasks be changed in

order” to mzke them of more value to your
child? '
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YES NO UNDECIDED

38, % Does the P.L,. attempt to individualize the
tasks for’your child?

39.% Is your child positive toward the tasks?

Does your child like having the P.E. and/ox

the tcacher come to the home and visit with
Yo u? Pl

41. If there is anything else on which you wish
to comment, please state!

*See Revision Section : .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Proposed Revisions for Questiornaire

QUESTIONS

¥hea someone first came and explained the Follow Through Program,
what did you think about it?
Was it a good idea?

-

What do you think about the program now that you have been in it
for a year? .

What are the good things?

What are the bad things?

What do you think this program was trying to do?

The reasons for having home visitors work in the classroom are:
(a) to give each child more attention, and; (b) to help the home
visitor talk with the parents about the child.

a. Are these good reasons to you?
b. Should the home visitor work part time in the classroom with
the teacher?

If the parent says no to eithsr aor b ask them whag they would change
to make the program more meaningful to them.

" Should (name of home visitor) come from the same

neighborhood or living area as you do?

Should (name of home visitor) be of the same or similar
economic background as you?

Did you ever go to th° classrooa? (What did you do when you went to
the class?) . :
Hére‘you a classroom voluntesr?

Has the program hvlped you as a parent better understand what the
school expects of your child in the academic areas (reading, mathematid
etc.)? -

Lf no, why not?
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15. A, Do you think thcre are other ways that pavents should be included
in school aside from PT, working in classrooms, and serving as

class mothers?

B. VWhat ways do you think pareats should be included in schools?

19. Do not answer the next three questions if your answer was no to
‘number 17:

a. Did you attend parent meetings?
b. How many meetings did you attend? .
c. Were the meetings of value to you?
d. Did parents have a voice in how the program operates, stc.?
e. In what way did parents have a voice in how the program operates?
23, Did (name of teacher) visit with you in your home as well
as (name of home visitor)? ‘ .

24. A. If the teacher were alone in the classroom, do you think the teacher
) should make regularly scheduled home visits doing things like your

home visitor has done?
f there are no teacher aides, do you think there is a way the

teacher could visit you? How?
32. A. Do you spend more time with your child now?

33. (Clarification of question is needed. Kindergarten parents can not
answer this question.) :

34, (Similarly, clarification of question is needed.)
35. (Similarly, clarification of question is neceded.)
33. Do=ss the home visitor attempt to change the tasks for your child?

39. Does your child like the tasks?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Appendix 4
Results of IFMF

by Individual Communities




Center: K

The I Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

. The IFMF measures five factors related to sclf-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Tecacher-School . 5) Physical

2) Peer " 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differc¢nces ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=189)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X | 62.01 50.44 39.26 59.93 45.62
Pre
s 9.88 8.59 6.60 10.77 7.23
X | 63.37 51.13 . 39.83 60.63 46.57
Post
s 10.12 8.04 6.56 11.13 7.05
t 1.62 1.05 1.08 0.78 1.63

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

- for Non-Qualified Children (N=127)

1 2 3 4 5
X | 63.85 52.40Q 39.87 61.39 46.86
Pre
s 8.65 7.70 6.25 9.60 7.00
X1 64.38 52.68 40,57 62.49 47.68
Post
s 7.50 6.96 5.46 8.04 5.64
t 0.67 0.39 1.27 1.26 1.39




Center: M

The 1 Fecl, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=504)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5

X | 62.83 51.30 40.18 60.97 46.94
Pre

s .05 7.82 6.27 10.43 7.05

X | 62.43 51.18 40.12 61.09 47.15 .
Post '

s 9.16 7.62 6.02 9.53 6.58

t -0.89 -0.31 -0.19 0.26 0.65

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=124)

1 2 3 4 5
X | 65.47 53.87 41.45 63.18 49.20
Pre

s 7.91 6.22 4.57 8.59 5.33
X| 65.17 53.82 41.29 62.98 49.00

Post
s 6.85 6.14 9.68 7.67 5.08
t -0.38 -0.09 -0.35 -0.23 -0.39




Center: N

The 1 Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) Gengral Adequacy 3) Teacher-School . 5) Physical

2) Peer - 4) Acadenic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=135)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5

X | 63.85 52.24 40.36 61.48 46.95
Pre

S 8.40 8.11 6.23 10.11 6.85

X | 65.07 | 53.88 40.84 62.46 _48.29 1|
Post

s 7.93 6.03 5.80 9.03 5.54

t 1.67 | 2.50 0.96 1.18 2.19

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=124)

1 2 3 4 5
Y| 63.82 52.23 4 1 61.35 46.83
Pre ‘
s| 8.31 7.32 5.39 9.45 6.54
X! 65.12 53.96 40.91 62.00 48.42
Post
| 6.74 5.83 4.98 - 7.86 4.80
t 1.72 2.75 0.59 0.82 2.96




Center: 0

The 1 Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) ~ Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

(4
2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=771)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X | 63.03 52.02 40.54 61.5. 47.45
Pre -
s 8.90 6.74 5.51 9.25 5.95
X 63.54 51.95 40,61 61.59 48.19
Post
s 7.83 6.39 5.15 9.01 5.34
t 1.53 -0.31 0.31 ‘0.23 3.35

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=gj )

1 2 3 4 5
X1 64.56 52.52 39.94 62.31 48.09
Pre
- s 8.20 6.98 5.55 8.48 6.20
X| 63.44 52.58 40.60 61.90 48.64
Post
° <l 9.30 6.93 5.45 8.77 5.54
t -1.12 0.08 1.06 -0.41 o 2%




Center:

The I Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

’ The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences { Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=214)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X 63.69 53.07 40.69 61.32 48.15
Pre
s 8.06 6.30 5.05 8.94 5.37
X | 63.54 52.34 40.25 60.45 47.40
Post
s 7.03 5,77 4.83 8.49 5.24
t -0.26 -1.52 -1.17 -1.29 -1.72

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=200)

1 2 3 4 5
X 1| 64.83 54.08 41.19 62.43 48,46
Pre . )
s 6.54 5.52 4,37 7.55 4.99
X| 63.94 52.78 40.18 61.23 47.28
Post
s 6.60 5.38 4.62 7.41 4.87
t -1.96 -3.13 -3.31 -2.10 -3.16




Center: . Q

The I Feel, Me Fecel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors rclated to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
¢

2) Peer 4) Acadenric

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Childven (N=419)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
¥ | 59.61 48.98 38.25 57.78 44.86
Pre . .
s 10.52 8.52 6.99 11.08 7.70
X | 61.30 50.70 | 39.29 59.70 46.65
Post
s 9.92 8.12 6.42 10.07 7.70
t 3.17 | 3.68 2.89 3.48 4.26

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

+ for Non-Qualified Children (N= )

1 2 3 4 5
X
Pre
S
X
Post
s
t




Center: R

The X Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:

') General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School

2) Paer

5) Physical

4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=496)

Factor \\

1 3 4 5
¥ | 60.92 50.81 39.05 58.85 4602
Pre
s 9.63 7.91 6.48 10.20 7.25
X | 62.59 51.36 39.80 60.66 47.12
Post
s | 10.28 8.68 6.53 10.38 7.42
t 3.08 1.19 2.08 3.24 2.86

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=377)

1 2 3 4 5
X | 63.53 52.82 40.63 61.24 47.57
Pre
s 7.96 6.64 4.90 8.41 5.83
x| 64.56 53.08 40.44 62.30 48.34
Post
sl 7.16 6.25 4.98 7.73 5.02
t 2.23 0.65 -0.62 2.12 2.29




Center: g Grade 1

The I Feel, Me Fecl (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer ~ 4) Acadenic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Childrer (N=226)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X 56.37 46.24 35.94 54,34 41.93
Pre
s 10.70 9.72 7.55 11.24 8.95
X 59.79 49.10 38.61 58.00 44.08
Post
s 11.83 9.24 7.53 12.13 9.44
t 3.17 3.04 3.65 3,23 2.51
n (176) (176) (176) (176) (176)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

. for Non-Qualified Children (N=120)

1 2 3 4 S
X 58.61 46.69 37.70 56.87 42,53
Pre )
s 12.01 10.63 7.29 13.03 9.47
X 64.35 52.28 41.30 62.35 47.13
Post '
P 8.09 8.34 6.00 9.31 7.29
t 4.57 4.59 4.12 3.71 4.39
n (85) (85) (85) (85) (85)




Center: S Grade 2

The 1 Feel, Me Fecl (IFMF) -~ Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=194)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
¥ | 61.94 50.93 40.05 59.62 46.70
Pre
s 9.02 - 8.11 6.47 10.36 6.97
X | 63.21 51.45 40.14 61.53 47.60
Post
s 8.60 8.43 6.06 9.53 6.60
t 1.43 0.61 0.14 2.01 1.34
n (138) (138) (138) (138) (138)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=113)

1 2 3 4 S
X 64.52 52.99 41,59 63.09 46 .95
Pre
[ 7.86 7.03 5.48 8.17 6.82
X 64.99 52,37 40.33 63.88 *48.04
Post
s 9.25 7.58 6.81 9.42 7.21
t 0.41 -0.61 -1.58 0.71 1.28
n (81) (81) (81) (81) (81)




Center: S Grade 3 -10-

The I Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to self-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Acadenic

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Pretest)

for Qualified Children (N=202)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5
X 61.76 50.16 39.49 59.50 47.16
Pre
s 10.29 8.24 6.78 10.46 6.01
X 63.34 51,72 39,98 61.89 47.20
Post
s 8.05 6.93 7.06 8.57 6.45
t 1.88 2.30 0.63 2.76 0.06
n (149) (149) (149) (149) (149)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posciest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N=S8 )

1 2 3 4 S
X 63.00 51.34 40,51 61.97 48.00
Pre
s 7.54 6.74 5.05 7.74 5.42
X 61.83 51.24 38.60 60.95 46 .84
Post
s 7.80 6.75 6.18 8.30 5.99
t -1.07 -0.11 -2.24 -0.97 -1.34
n (67) 67) (67) (67) (67)




Center: T

The I Feel, Me Feel (IFMF) - Children

The IFMF measures five factors related to sclf-concept in children:
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School S) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

Means, Staudard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences ( Posttest-Prctest)

for Qualified Children (N=406)

Factoxr
1 2 3 4 5
X 62.92 51,87 40.18 60.62 47.34
Pre
s 8.55 7.12 5.74 9.07 6.00
X 64.71 52,99 40.97 62.41 48.15
Post N
s 6.99 5,96 4.68 7.59 5.50
t 3.91 2.98 2.50 3.79 2.46

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

for Non-Qualified Children (N-250)

1 2 3 4 © 5
X | 63.29 52.66 40 =6 60.77 47.51
Pre

s 8.02 6.77 5.19 9.12 6.04
- X| 64.66 53.35 40,77 6214 48.18

Post .
s 6.84 5.70 4.73 7.28 4.93
. 2.49 .43 1.03 2.22 1.65

-11-



Appendix 5
Results from the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire

by Individual Community
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Appendix 6

Resul.s from the llow I See Myself on Parent Educators
by Individual Community




Center: K

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N=43 )

The HISM measures four factors. related to self-concept:
1) dnterpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competeiice

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 55,91 43,00 20,38 18.88
Pre :

s 6.93 4,86 4.72 3.90

X | 57.62 43.54 21.38 19.17
Post

s 5.79 4.61 4.64 4.18
t 1.85 0.70 1.76 - 0.59

Center: L

The How I See Myselr (HISM) - Parent Educators (N=30)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social-Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-FPretest)

Factor’
e
1 2 3 = 4

X 61.07 44,63 23,40 20,90
Pre

s 6.82 5.57 4,41 3.97

¥ 61.93 46,97 24,07 22.30
l' Post

s 6.25 4.50 4,22 2.68

t 0.81 2.55 1.05 2.81




tentcr{ M

The Pow T Sne Mysclf (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 36)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) * Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 60.61 44.58 24,53 20.89
Pre

s 6.98 - 4,02 4,78 3.98

X 61.08 45.36 24.78 21.06
Post

s ~6.58 4.14 4.77 4.08
t 0.56 1.33 0.59 0.31

Center: N

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 22)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequauy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social-Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
i 1 2 3 4

X 56.54 42.50 20.68 19.59

Pre .
s 8.34 4.49 4,56 3.72
' 4
X 56.59 43.50 20.91 19.41

. Post 4

‘ s 7.90 5.38 5.03 3.11
t 0.04 1.14 0.29 -0.29




Coenter: - 0

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 54)

The HISM measures four factors rclated to self-concept:

1) “Interpersonal Adequacy

2) Social Male - School

3) Physical Appcarance

4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 61.44 46,94 25,59 19.75
Pre

S 8.18 4,91 4,16 4,14

X 60.06 45,39 24.42 19.78
Post

s 7.83 4,63 4.56 3.46
t -1.53 -2.08 -2.44 2.03

Center: P

The How I Sece Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 32)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:

1) Interpersonal Adequa

2) Social-Male - School

cy

3) Physical Appearance

4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 57.62 44,25 21.09 18.50
Pre '
S 10.13 4,23 4.41 3.95
X | 58.22 44,31 22,16 19.00

Post )
- 6.06 3.18 4,39 3.64
t 0.38 0.09 1.49 1.40




Center: Q

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parcnt Educators (N= 34)

The HISM measures four factors r-lated to self-concept:
1) ‘Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Mcans, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4
\
X 57.26 44,41 23.32 21,85
Pre
s 9.84 5.92 5.65 4.07
X 57.24 43.82 23.97 21.68
Post
° < | 9.2 6.38 | 4.99 | 3.9
t -0.02 -0.58 0.96 | -0.37

Center: R

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 46)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social-Male - School 4) Conpetence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 58.76 45.26 22.43 19.98
Pre

s 9,53 4.52 4.88 3.61

' X 57.08 44,22 22.59 20.17
l' Post

s 9.55 5.27 4.73 3.61

t -1.05 -1.14 0.25 0.38




- - - -

Center: S

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 4§)

The HISM measures four factors rclated to sclf-concept:
1) ‘Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Compctence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor {

1 2 3 4

X 27.33 70.68 29.71 26.25
Pre

s 5.43 8.25 5.82 3.36

X 27.73 68.94 29.10 26.12
Post

s 5.70 10.57 5.64 2.93
t 0.62 -1.09 | -0.81 | -0.22

Center: T

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 40)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpecrsonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social—Maie - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 |
X 60.50 45,50 22.72 22,02
Pre
S 6.08 5.91 4.69 " 3.67
X 59.18 45.68 23.32 21.88
. Post '
S 9.10 5.35 4.61 3.46

Q t | -0.85 0.20 1.02 -0.24




Center: _ u

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 206)

The HIS!! measurcs four factors related to self-concept:
1) « Interpersonal Adequ.dcy 3) Physical Appearance

2) Social Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Differences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor

( : 1 2 3 4

X 60.253 43.96 23.58 20.08
Pre

s 4,71 4.60 4.10 3.28

X 59.65 44,27 24,27 21,23
Post

s 7.64 5.21 3.93 3.04
t -0.43 0.43 1.20 2.76

Center: \

The How I See Myself (HISM) - Parent Educators (N= 13)

The HISM measures four factors related to self-concept:
1) Interpersonal Adequacy 3) Physical Appearance
2) Social-Male - School 4) Competence

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Tests of Diffcrences (Posttest-Pretest)

Factor
1 2 3 4

X 52.31 40.08 18.15 18.77 -
Pre .

s 6.90 3,22 4.89 3.34

X 50.15 39.54 18.77 17.61
Post _..

s 4,90 4.31 4,23 3.54
t -2.17 -0.54 0.76 -2.56




Appendix 7

Results from the Social Reaction Inventory from Parent Educators
in Individual Communitites. Lower scores indicate
more internal feelings of control.



Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Center:

K

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=49)

Pretest Posttest t
X 6.65 7.33 1,44
[3 3.58 4.3%4
Center: |,

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=32)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest t
X 6.03 6.69 1.22
s 3.96 4.36
Center: M

Means, Standard Deviétions, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=35)

"Pretest Posttest t
X 8.51 8.26 ~-0.45
~ S 3.99 3.52
Ccnter: N

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=21)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest t
X 6.19 5.42 -1.04
s 4.06 3.71




-2a

Center: 0

. The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parcent Educators (N=57)

Means, Standard Deviatios, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest t
, A
X 6.22 7.24 3.83
s 3.02 3.49

Center: P

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=24)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest t
X 6,67 7.29 1.05
S © 3,62 4,29
Center: Q

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=34)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest t
Y 8.85 9.06 0.33
s 5.07 4.54

Center: R

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=45)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

. Pretest Posttest t
X 7.91 8.18 0.52
Q s 3.72 3.88




Center: S

- - - .

- -

The Social Reaction Invertory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=43)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest

Posttest t
X 6.56 6.56 0.0
s 3.82 3.47
Center: T

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=38)

Méhns, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest

Posttest t
X 7.08 8.24 2.22
s - 3.34 3.44

Center: U

The Social Rzaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=27)

Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Pretest)

Pretest Posttest .t
X 9.14 10.04 . 1.40
s 4,67 4,55
Center: V

The Social Reaction Inventory (SRI) - Parent Educators (N=13)
Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test of Difference (Posttest-Prectest)

Pretest 'Posttest t

>
o
o
o

§.15 1

©
93]

s 2.84 4.52
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The Home Environment Review




APPESDIN 8
July, 1972

§ Foo¥let to be retained by parent educator

L-

- - . -

. PARENT ELUCATOR WEENLY HOME VISIT REPORT
1972-1573 School Year

THIS VEER'S VISIT

Col. 21 How many times was the visit attenpted this week?

1. one 4. four

2. two 5. nrore than four

3. three 6. not attenmpted
Col. 22 The visit was: .

1. completed
Not conpleted beocause
2. it was carcelled by nothering one wi

T
3. it was cancelled by wethering one witha
4. it was cancclled by PE with reason given
5. mothering cne refuses verticipation in the Florida Model
6. other (weather, car broke, deeth, scheal holiday, etel)

Col. 23 Wwith whonm was the visit made?
1. rnother

2. father

3. other adult

4. Dbrother or sister

S. other niner

'1
:1
[G2]
o]
=)

Col. 24 During the home visit, the uothe:
1. went out of her way mak
2. nade re feel confar:ab;u (
3. went ahout the visit in a

et

feel welcome (laughed, joked, ectc.)
d talked openly, etc.)
-like way (cocpernted...answered

[

Ve
[12)

) N e e (D
hor N o)
(e ¢
m -

(e
ctoet O et TR c' o
[¢) :

questions, did the task,

4. would nct cooverate {¢id not answer questions, would not pay
attention, was busy with cthar things)

5. actively resisted the visit (was discourteous, said bad things
about the program, asked e to lezuve.,.)

Col. 25 During the visit the Follow Through ch
1. aveilable and was taught the
2, avaeileble and was not taught the task
3. not availzble

Col. 26 During the visit there were disturbances in the rvoon such as other

adults, loud TV, cryving buby, etc., which:

1. were not serious
2. caused some preblem to the hisme visit
3. Comp]c; ly dILLUIUku I3 151
4. there were no disturbance

()
m

Institute {or Develepment of Imun Resources,College of Sducatien, University of
Florida, Giincsville, Florida 32601

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

.Cols.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

27, 28,

31

(72
o

(73]
w

Yhich rain task was prcscntcd (or re-presented)
four digit

tzsk nu~ber in Cols. 27, 28, 29, and 30, If you present
task 006 mark Q in Col. 27, 0 in Col. 28, 0 in Col. 29, and 6 in
30. If no rain tashk was presented, trcn columns 27 throuzh 36

Col.

should be ‘J‘LCL in witi

n
20, and

[

30

. PEWR

Page 2

THIS WEEK'S TASK

today?

Place the

—

This weck's task was develcp
University of Florida

1

2.
3.
4

How did

1.

.

1.
2.

school
a parent
other

+t
~i
.
.-

I

135
e

‘_l
le positive or negative respons
(frowned, objected, belittled)

ring one do when presenting

you present the main task
tola her
told her and showed her
told her, shoued her, ond had hier tell re in't
told hew, showed her, and did it tegsther
told her, shzuwsd her, did it togother, and ti
roles of teacher and legrner
¢id the nmothering one roact to your instructic
interested - reatted positively (nedded, smil
etc,)
neutral - listencd but showed litt
disinterested - reacted negatively
t kind of variaticrns did the mothe
X back? '
prescnted it back exzctly as it was presented
used different words in prescnting task btacek
extended the tash in presenting it back
did not present it to ne
When you watched the mothering one teach the child
the mothering one usod all the DTB's which I s
the mothering one used scuz of the DTB's which
her
the mothering one used none of the DTB's which I stressed
the mothering one did not teach the task to the child

articular mother?

ituation or resocurce in the home
stion during presentation



PEWR

LAST WEEK'S TASK Page 3

Cols. 37, 38, 39, and 40
Which main task was presented, re-presented, or simply left in the
home 'ast week? Place the four digit task number in Cols. 37, 38,
39, and 40. If you preseanted task €006 mark 0 in Col. 37, 0 in
Col. 38, 0 in Col. 39 and 6 in Col. 40. If no main task was presented
then columns 37 through 0 should be filled in with 0O's,

Col. 41 Last weck's task was:
1. attenpted with the Follow Through child
2. not attempted with the Follow Through child
If 2 in Col. 41, then enter O's in colunns 42 through 49

Col. 42 Dlothering one said that the child was
in the task. Choose one to fill in the blank.
1. highly interested

2. mildly interested

3. not interested

4. this informzation not requested

5. this information requested but not given
Col. 43 Mothering one said that the child was

in the last task. Choose cine to fill in the blank.
. highly successful

. mnildly successful

. not successiul

. this infornution not requested

. this information reguested but not given

(7, Q7O S S

Col. 44 The mothering one said last weeXk's task was:
1. important
2. of some importance
3. of no importance
4. this information not r
5. this 1nrorn::1on regue

[aN

eguested
sted but not given

Col. 45 The mothering one stated that the last task was:

1. too difficult for the child
2. just rignt for the child
3. tou easy for the child
4., this informaticn nct requested
S. this information requcsted but not given
Col. 45 Who preacnted last week's task to the Follow Through child?
1. mother 5. other
2. father 6. two or more of the above
3. brother 7. information not available or
4. sister no one presented the task




Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

47

48

50

51

v
o

53

How
the
ll

‘e
.

[« W7 IR T K]

How-

PEWR
Page 4

much time during the past weck was spent teaching the task to
child in the home?

more than 3 hours

from 2 to 3 hours

from 1 to 2 hours

less than 1 hour

this information not recuested

this information requested but not given

much time did the mothering one say the child spent on the

task last weck?

ll

(S BF - 7L I8 N )

Hovw

wore than 3 hours
from 2 to 3 hours
from 1 to 2 hours
less than 1 hour
she did not szy

HOME-SCEOOL INFORMATION

ruch time was spent with the teacher in planning this weck's

home visit?

VP& LI N =~

-

less than 15 minutes

30 ninutes

45 minutes

one hour _
there was no planning period

How much time was spent with the teacher in talking about the .
visit afterwards?

pid

less than 15 minutes

30 minutes

45 ninutes

one hour

‘there was no follow-up conference

the nothering one visit the school last week?
yes

no

'PE does not know

the nothiering one work in the classroom last week?
yes

no

PE does not know

the mothering one attend any parent group meeting at the

school last week? not countirng PAC
[ =2

1.
2.
3.

yes
no
YE docs not know



Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

*Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

Col.

PEWR
Page 5

54 Did the mothering one or any of the child's relatives attend

50

60

61

64

65

the

1.
2

3.

Did
1.
2.

vere plans discussed or made for the mother to visit the schcol?

1.
2.

last PAC meeting?
yes
no
PE does not know

you discuss the last PAC meeting with the mothering one?
yes '
no

you tell the mothering one about the next PAC meeting?
yes
no

the child's school behavior discussed during the home visit?

yes
no

yes
no

GENERAL INFORMATION

llere songs, rursery rhymes, toy meking, rhythm games ar
other exrichnent materials presented to the mothering
one for any child in the family (not including the task
or task materials).

Di1d you discuss comprehensive services?

Did you ask nothering one for suggestions for tasks

Were suggestions for tasks given toc you? (Please
write on a shect of paper and give to your teacher.)

th2 mother suggest a preblenm and ask for a special

. to help her child in a special skill?

Ae mother assign any special duties to the child
AN 2% t 1

weeh?  (clean roonm, set teble, rake yard, etc.)

Did you sec the child's work displayed in the hone?

yes

yes

n

n



PEWR
Page 6

TEACHING BEHAVICR
buring the home visit did you both show and tell the nothering one how to:
¢

Col. 66 Get the learner to ask questions? ' 1. Yyes

Col. 67 Ask the learner questions that have mors than one
answer? 1. yes

Col. 68 Get the learner to use nore than one word when
answering questions? ' 1. yes

Col. 69 Use praise and encouragement when the learner did well? 1. yes

Col. 70 Get the learner to rzke choices on the basis of evidence
or standards? 1. yes

Col. 71 Give the learner time to think about the problem? l. yes

Col. 72 Introduce new materizls and le

t azrner bscone
familiar with them before teaching the tas

k? l. yes

n{

Ny

n¢

ng¢

n

ny

Ny




APPENDIX 8

Institute for Development of Human Resources
College of lducation
University of Florida
¢ Gainesville, Florida 32601

THE HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW

This questionnaire and rating schedule is designed to be administered
and scored by parent educators. Information derived from this Home Environ-
ment Review (HER) may be used to determine what happens in a child's home
which may affect the way the child learns at school. Tasks may 5e developed
to change some of the conditions in the home which are reflected by this
scale.

The HER has nine (9) sections,'each of which is divided into two partg.
Part one is a questionnaire and part two is a rating scale. The parent
educator first asks the parent the questions and records the parent's answers
in the home. Then upon leaving the home, the parent educator rates theﬁe
responses from a low score of 1 to a high score of 5. Nine ratings are
nade. |

The original answers given by parents are retained by the teacher and
parent educator and are used as an aid in task development. The nine rétings

are sent to the University of Florida.

. _ ' August, 1972




Page 1

HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW (HER)

Parent's ‘Name

Child's Name

Ask these questions of mothering one:

EXPECTATIONS FOR CHILD'S SCHOOLING

1. How much schooling do you expect
your child will receive?

2. How well do you think he/she will
do in school?

HOME ENVIRONMENT REVIEW (HER)

Parent's Name

PEs Nare

Teacher's Name

City Date

Child's Name

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

Expects child to finishk
college

Expects child to complete
high school

Expects child to finish
elementary school

Expects child to complete
some elemeatary school

Not much expectation for
child to receive schooling




Page 2

AWARENESS OF C£HILD'S DEVELOPMENT -

1. At home did/does your child learn
quickly to do anything? If
yes, what?

Is your child good at anything?
If yes, what? '

Based on what your child can learn quickly,
what would he be good at in school?

2. At home did/does your child have
trouble learning to do anything?
If yes, what?

Are there things that your child is not
so good at? If yes, what?

Based on what your child found difficult
to do at home,what subjects would you
think he might find troublesome at
school? .

Page 2

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

Mother understands that

both the child's strengths
and weaknesses can be )
related to his school

behavior

Mother understands that
child's strengths may be
related to school behavior

but she does not see 4
weaknesses are also re-

lated to school behavior

Mother can see the child
has both strengths and 3
weaknesses

Mother can see the child

has strengths but no 2
weaknesses, or weaknesses

but no strengths

Mother does not seem to

be aware of any particular 1
strengths or weaknesses

in her child :




Page 3 - Page 3

RERARDS FOR INTELLECTUAL ATTAINMENT MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN X"

I. Vthile teaching your child when

do you reward him/her and when do A clear cut systen for giving

you punish hin/her? rewards and punishment i1s S
used when parent is teaching
child

Mother is aware that it

is important to reward child 4
when he is correct

2. How do you reward him/her?

Child is often punished

[ 7]

for making mistakes, but
seldom is child rewarded

for being correct

3. How do you punish him/her? 7 Inconsistent! Mother

rewards one minute, 2
punishes the next

minute

Child is seldon rewarded

when being taught 1

4. If you were given a report card

showing how your child worked at
school, how would you use it?




Page 4

PPESS FOR LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

1. How well do you feel your

child is learning to speak English?
¢

2. Do you find it necessary to help
your child learn to speak batter?

If so, what ways do you help him/her
speak better?

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

A great deal of attention
is spent developing child's
correct use of English

A conscicus effort is
made to improve child's
language '

Corrections in child's
speech are sometimes
made

Mother is aware that
language development

is important in child
but does little about it

Mother pays little or
no attention to the
way child speaks

Page 4

5




Page 5

AVAILABILITY AND USE OF SUPPLIES FOR
LANGUAGE DEVELOPLENT

1. Do you get any newspapers or
magazines?

If so, what are they?

2, Do you buy any books for your child?
that was the last one you

bought?

3. Have you a dictionary?

What kind?

Has your child a dictionary?

How often is it used?

HMARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

Dictionaries, bocks,
childrents books,
newspapers, and magazines
are in the honme

Books, children's books,
newspapers and magazines
are in the hone

Children's books,
newspapers and nagazines
are in the home

Either newspapers or
magazines are in the
home

Neither newspapers nor
magazines are in the
home

Page

e




. Page 6

LEAPNING OPPORTUNITIES QUTSIDE THE HOME

1, Do you ever get & chance to take
a4 vacation?_ e If yes, do you go
anyxhere that might help your child
to learn? If yes, give exarple

2. Do you or your husband play with
child outdoors or anyvhere outside
the home? If yes, do you try to
teach him/her anything when you are
playing with him?

If yes, give example

3. Have you ever felt that you have
taught your child something while you
were outside the home, in the store
church car or anyvhere
else  If so, what?

————

How did you accomplish this teaching?

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

Parents nake a clearcut
cffort to teach child
outside the honme

Parents make much
effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents make sonme
effnrt to teach child
outside the home

Parents make little
effort to teach child
outside the home

Parents pay no
attention to teaching
child outside home

Page 6
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MATERTIALS FOR LEARNING 1IN THE HOME

1. Do you letr your child operate any
appliances? 1f yes, which ones?

How long have you allowed this?

~Yhat are ycur reasons for having your

child operate or not operate appliances?

2. Has your child a place of his own to
do school work or play at doing school
work?

3. What kind of supplies are available
for him to work with? (Observe and
place X on appropriate lines)

Coloring books Paste
Crayons Paper
Paints Ruler

Other (specify)

MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X

A systematic attempt is
made to provide materials
and situations fer learning
in the hone

Many :tittempts are made to
provide materials and
situations for learning in
the home

Some attempts are made
to provide materials and
situations for learning
in the home

Few materials or situations
arc nade available for
learning in the hone

No materials or situations
are nade available for
learning in the home

Page 7

5




@ Page 8

READING PPRESS MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X"

1. Do you ever get anyvthing to read

for your child from the library? . A systematic effort is -
If yes, why? made to use reading 5

materials to teach ¢hild

Library books and other

reading materials =re 4
2. Do you have your own library of available and used te
books? teach child
3. Have you bought any books or
other readﬁ?g materiazls for your A library book has 3
child recefitly? If so, what? been brought home

-
B R
AT
oo [ Y o

Books are in the

V; home - none from 2
iy library
4. Do you read to your child? Not much reading
. v material in the 1
If so, why? hone




"

‘ Page 9 Page 9

TRUST [N SCHOOL MARK ONLY ONE BOX WITH AN "X
1. If a child begin: school poorly
do you think he could get a bad A great deal of trust 5
reputation? ‘ of school
Yes ) No

‘ More trust of school 4
2. Could a bad reputation which

a child gets at first last all
through school?

Yes No Some trust of school 3

3. What can be done to prevent
a child from getting a bad reputation
in school?

Little trust of schcol 2

No trust of school 1

4. Is there any way that your child
might not benefit from going to -
school?

5. When it comes to treating your
child fairly, how reasonable are the
people who run the school?




Appendix 9
The Role of the Consultant and the Utilization

of Consultant Trip Time




APPENDIX 9

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF HUMAN RESCURCES
College of Education
Project Follow Through

June 4, 1970

(Amended June 28, 19

MEMORANDUM
TO: All Follow Through Liaison Officers and Consultants
FROM: Dr. Ira J Gordon, Director

SUBJECT: The Role of the Consultant and the Utilization of Consultant
Trip Time

The consultant's main function is as an inservice educator in enabling
the community to implement the program. Some of his time will be taken up
with administrators but this should be confined to a minimal amount, and
should be mestly when the consultant is also the liaison officer to that

community.

1. Preparation for Consultant's Visit -~ The consultant should have a
conference with the liaison officer which should include: (a) a review of
information concerning the community which may consist of letters, previous

trip reports and oral communication, (b) a statement of the present situation

‘as reflected in the HERs, PEWRs and, if this is a first or a second con-

sultant trip, the predata. This will be based upon the infermation that
liaison assistants will have provided to the liaison officers, (c¢) joint
viewing by the liaison officer and the consultant of the home video tape
and the classroom video tape from the community. The suggestiohs to the
community for what to- video tape in the classrcom are in a separate memorandum.

-13-




The central staff will have previewed this tape and applied systematic
observation ;o it 50 that tﬁe liaison officer will be able to brief the
consultant as to particular points he wishes highlighted in the areas of
task development, teacher-parent educator role relationships, instructional
Jproce;ureé in teaching the mother (task delivery), etc., (d) some discussion
by the liaison officer of what specific activities or goals he wishes
accomplished which may reflect some communication he has received from

the community, but should reflect his own view of where the community stands.

2. The Consultant Visit - Each visit should have: (a) a meeting with

the PAC or a PAC committee for reporting to the PAC on what is happening
in the program, and hearing from the PAC about their concerns in the
implementation of the program. This meeting should be seen as educating.
the PAC in the program and educating us in the needs, desifes, aspirations
and perceptions of‘;he pafents. It should not be a "confrontation" but a
dialogue and a cooperative meeting to enable the partnership to develop
fully, (b) at least a half-day workshop attended by all teachers and
parent educators (this has been stated in the Letters of Agreement that
the coﬁmunities have sigﬁed) utilizing the video tape which has been
previeved in Gainesville and taken back by the consuitant to focus on those
issues and concerns discussed in the confereﬁce with the liaison officer.
This may mean a workshop on teacher-parent educator relationships or on
task development, or on any other issue revealed by the video tape, (c) at
least half of the visit time should be in the planning~home visit-report
cycle. That is, if the meeting with the PAC takes a morning and the
workshop takes an afternoon, the remaining consultant day should be split
@ with half of it being spent on the cycle. If the PAC meeting is scheduled

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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in the evening between the first and second days, then more tihe can be
¢
spent in the home visit cycle. It is central that consultants observe as
many cycles as possible bzcause this reinforces in both the parents’
minds and the schools' minds that this is the central thrust of the model.
At the completion of the planning phase of the cycle, the teacher and
the consultant shouid independently complete the conference check sheet
and this can then become a guide for discussion of the planning session.
At the completion of each home visit, the consultant and the parent
educator should independently complete the PEWR and should then have a
briefing session in whiéh the consultant can highlight some of the issues
sucﬁ as adequate instruction of the mother, and a&equate demonstration
by the mother that she understands the task. There should be a briefing
session with the teacher as well as the parent educator upon the completion
of the home visit, tovbe sure that the teacher finds out what happened,
and for the consuitant to see the manner in which the parent educator
reports to the teacher, using the PEWR as a reporting device. During thé
classroom visit (in conjunction with. the planning and reporting) the
consultant should observe the teacher-parent educator role relationships
and, if at all possible, see the means used Sy the teacher and her parent
educators in creating tasks from the classroom curriculum and activities.
This visit should not be Qsed for commenting upon curriculum or classroom
organization, managemeﬁt, discipline, the use of learninag centers. It
should focus on: (1) role relationships, (2) task development. In the
. latter it may very well include some teaching or highlighting the use of

observation for task development.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢
If we expect our teachers and parent educators to become oriented

to observation, then we must demonstrate by modeling behavior that we are
oriented to observation and use it as feedback. The PEWR will serve as
an observation schedule on tﬁe home visit; the conference schedule as an
observation of planning.

Individual communities may wish to use a particular visit to high-
light a special need, or may plan fewer visits of longer duration, or
request a teanm of consul;ants. Plans for such activities are at the
discretion of the community and the Institute's liaison officer. The
visit described above is the Sasic pattern; adjustments are always a
matter of planning and communication between the community and the Institute.
The aim is to implement the program; the means are adjustable within the
general limits of the model.

In order to strengthen the PAC, consultant service by a former PAC
chairman, Mr. James Bracey of Richmond, Virginia, is available without
charge at the request of the local community. His duties are listed in
Appendix D.

3. Consultant Trip Report - (a) Upon returning to Gainesville, the

consultant writes a detailed trip report including his comments upon the
meeting with the PAC, the content and cffectiveness of the inservice
workshop, comments about problems in home visits or in classrocam, reference
by name to teachers and parent educators who seem to be doing an outstanding
job. This report.should be typad by the Follow Through secretary so that
the liaison officer automatically receives a copy of it, the consultant

receives a copy for his files, and a copy remains in the Follow Through file

for the community. (b) Based upon that trip report, the liaison officar




® | s-

will then write a letter to the comnunity, highlighting whatever portions

of the,report he feels are essential. In no way should the consultant write

a2 substantive report to the community directly. His report is rendered to

the liaison officer. The community should receive only one substantive

letter and that from the liaison officer. If the consultant wishes to

write a.personal-type thank you note to the coordinator, in glittering
generalities about how much he enjoyed the visit, then he may do this although
I would suggest it is not necessary, but he should not report to the

coordinator in writing. The liaison officer has the responsibilitv for a

—

written communication after each consultant trin report to that comzunitv,

In that written communication he may indicate what he would hope they would
do for the next video-taping session, or ask for other kinds of information,
or report to them about the people who seem tc be doing-rather well, Either
as a part of tﬁis letter, or as a separate communication, the community'
should receive a report on its activities based upon the tasks it ha$'sent
to Florida, the PEWR data and any other evaluation materials received in

the Institute. This report will be developed by the central stéff, but

will be sent by the liaison officer. All written communications to the

community are sent by or through the liaison officer.




Appendix 10

Guide to Accompany
Overview of the Home Visit Cycle Module

~ Guide to Accompany
Teacher-Parent Educator Home Visit Planning Conference
in the Florida Follow Through Program Module



APPENDIX 10

Guide to Acconpany
OVERVIEY OF THE HOYE VISIT CYCLE MIDULE
by
Gordon E. CGrecnwood

Instructions: Follow along with the viede-tane by reading the material below as
., it appears on the tape.

Objectives of Module:

1. Learner can list, in order, the three steps involved in the home visit
cycle. '

2. Learner can describe the four activities involved in the first step of
the home visit cycle. '

3. Learner can describe the three activities involved in the sccond step
cf the home visit cycle.

4. Learner can describe the third step of the home visit cycle.

The Florida Follow Through Model is one of several federally-funded experi-
mental programs that attempts to change the kind of educaticnal expericice that
children from low-income hackgrounds receive during their first four ycars (K-Sj
of schooling.

In the Florida Model, the emphasis is on changing the kind of educational
expericnce that the child receives at home as well as at school. Two adult#,
usually mothers fron lowjincome backgrounds, are trazined to work in the class-
room with the teacher as a team. These adults, called "parent educators", also
visit the homes of the children in the élasséoom weekly in order to teéch an
enrichment type learning activity called a "task" to the child's mother, who
later teaches it to the chiid. |

Before the marent cducator makes a home visit, she plans’ for the visit with
the teacher and assists her in preparing the task that is taken intb the hore.
The next week the parent educator helps the mother evaluate the effect of last
veck's task on the child and brings in a new task. Information that the parent

educator receives during the horme visit is then fed into the next teacher-parent
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educator plonning conference. Thus, a definite eycle of events is involved in
making home visits.

Each home visit can be broken down into a cycle of three steps: (1) the
teacher and parent educator plan for the home visit; (2) the parent educator
nakes the home visit; (3) the mother later teaches the task to the child. The
cycle then begins égain as the teacher and parent educator evaluate the last
home visit and plan for the next one. Now let's examine each of the three steps,
one at a time, and break each down into the activitiés that are involved.

First, when the teacher and parent educator plan for a home visit, they:
(2) review the last home visit and discuss any problems that the parent educator
may have encountered (especially useful in this process is an instrument called
the Parent Educator Yeekly Report (PEWR) that the parent educator fills out after
each home visit); (b) select and/or build'the next task that is to be taken into
the child's home. The teacher then (c) teaches and demonstrates the task to the
parent educator in the same manner that she desires the parent educator to teach
it to the mother. This is followed by (d) the parent educator teaching thg task
back to the teacher (vho role-plays the mother), The teacher helps the parent
educator examine both her teaching ﬁethods and her understanding of the content
of the task.

Now let's watch a teacher and a parent educator as they plan for a home
visit. Watch the video-tape for examples of the four activities involved in the
first step of the home visit cycle.

The second step in the heme visit cycle is for the parent educator to make
the home visit and teach the task to the mother. In doing so, the parent
educator cngages in the following activities. (a) She obtains information from

the mother on how last week's task went when the mother taught it to the child.
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(The parent cducator also obtains certnin heme-school and general iﬁformation
fron the mother that is not shoun in this roduleo.) (b) The parent educator
teaches anq demonstrates this week's task to the mother in the same wdy that
she desires for the mother to teach it to the child., This is done by having
the rmother role-play the child as the parent educator teaches her the task,

(c) The mother then teaches thr task back to the parent educator who role-plays
the child.

Now let's waich the parent educator as she makes her hom: visit. See if
she follows the plans that she and the tcacher made earlier. Vatch the video-
tape for cxamples of the three activities involved in the second step of the
home visit cycle.

The third step in the home visit cycle, and ong that the teacher and parent
educator seldom get to obscrve dirvectly, is the nother teaching the task to the
child. Watch now as the mother teaches the task to the child. See if the mother
seems to understand the task and teaches it in the manner that the parant educator
taught it to her. Watch the video-tape for an example of the third step of the
home visit cycle.

The home visit cycle begins ail over again at the next teacher-parent cducstor
planning conference when they evaluate the home visit that we saw earlier and plan
together for the next one. All the activities involved in the home visit cycle are
repeated weekly since each child's home is visited each week.

Now turn to the next page and see if you are able to answer the questions that
you vill find there. If not, plcase go back and view again those parts of the

module related to the questions that you are unable to answer.
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Evaluation: Please answer the follewing questions.

1.

2.

3.

4.

List, in order, the thre: steps involved in the home visit cycle,
(1)

(2)

(3)

Describe the four activities involved in the first step of the heme
visit cycle,

)

(2)

3)

(4)

Describe the thrce activitios invelved in the sccond step of the home
visit cycle.

¢y

(2)

(3

Describe the third stsp in the heme visit cycle,
\ .



APPENDIX 10

Guide to Accompany
Teacncer-Parent Educator ome Visit Planning Conference
in tac
Florida Follow Turough Program iodule
by
Gordon E. Greenwood

Objective: Learner can describe the four activities of the Teacher Parent
Educator Home Visit Planning Conference

The Florida Follow Through llodel is one of several federally-funded
experimental programs that attempts to change the kind of educational
experience that children from low-incone backgrounds receive daring their
first four years (K-3) of schooling.

In the Florida riodel, the cnphasis is on changing the kind of educa-
tional experience that tne child receives at liome as well as at school., Two
adﬁlts, usually nmothers from low-incoimc backgrounds, aze trained to work in
the classroom with thie teacher as a teaﬁ. These adultsf called "parent
educators," visit the homes of the children in the classroon weekly in order
to teacit an enrichmont type learning activity called a 'task" to the child's
motiier, wio later teaclies it to the child.

At least three kinds of planning Letween the teach:r and the parent
educator are essential for the parcnt educator to be able to effectively per-
form her classroom and home visit activities: (1) planning for home visits;
(2) Luilding new tasks to be taken into the home; (3) planning for classrocm
activities. All three kinds of planning are likely to require five hours or
nmore of plenning time per wesk. This module will focus only on the first
Kind of planning: planning for a lore visit.

Four activities are involved when a teacher and a parent educator plan
for a hone visit. Tacy: (1) review the last home visit and discuss any

roulens tiat the garvent educatews may aave encountered (especially useful in
p L may
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tils process is an instrument called the Farent Educator Wecekly Report (PEWR)
that the parent educator fills out after each nome visit; the PENR will be
discussed in detail in another module); (2) select the next task that is to
be taken into tue child's home. Often the teacher and parent educator build
a new task, althougn that activity is not sihown in this module. The teacher
tuen (3) tecaches and denmounstrates the task to the parent educator in the
sane manner tuat sue desires t.e parent educater to teach it to the mother.
Tuis is followed by (4) the parent educator teaching the task back to the
teacher (vho role-plays the mother). Tie teacher helps the parent educator

exanine Lotil her teaching metuods and her understanding of tie content of the

How let's watch a teacner and a parent ec .ator as they plan for a
home visit.

The teacher and the parent educator will bLegin by reviewing the last
home visit and will discuss any problems that thc parent educator may have
encountered in teaching the task to tne mother. During the conference, the
teacher refers to tie Parent Educator ‘/eekly Report (PLER) that the parent
educator, wiio is scated on the rigut of your screen, fills out after each liome
visit,

The second thing taat tae tcacher and the varent educator will do is
select the next task that is to ve taken into tae child's home. They will

attenpt to select a task that is appropriate for tae individual child.

After selecting an appropriate task, tie teacher will teach and
demonstrate tue task to the parent educator in the same nanner that she

desires tae parent educator to tcach it to the nother.

P A v rrext provided by exic
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After tue tuacher shows tae parent cducator kow to teach the task to
tue nother, tig parent cducater then tcaches it back to the teacher who roles
plays tac mother. In tids vay, the toacher can deternine whethér tite parent
cducator understands votu tuc coatent of tiie tasn and the téaching behaviors
that are appropriate in teacuing tae content.

vae day soon after the planning session, the parent educator will
visit tie iwine, teacs tie tusk to tie motiier, £ill out tiie PEWR, and briefly
report bacii to the teacier iow the home visit went. All of this information
will then ve fed into tae next planning session prior to the parent educator

visiting tiiat particular .omne.

Evaluation:

1. vescribe toe four activities invelved in tiie teacher-parent
educator ncne visit planning conference.

(1)
@)
(3)
(4)

2. Role-play with anotaer person tie activities invelved in planning
for a hone visit,

: 3. ®ole-plar a planuing sessien again, vut this time video-tape the
perforimance and co.pare it to the module tape.

ERIC

* .« o . . . .
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Form A APPENDIX 11
Coordinator

INSTITUTE FOR DZ VFLOF‘ T OF HUMAN RESOURCES
College of Education
University of Florida

[
We are gathering the following information on parent educators so that we czf
assess changes brought about in the Follew Through Program. Only group data will

be reported. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions, so do not
hesitate to answer them honestly and fully.

NAME

Date Comnunity

1. The Florida Model was adopted by your project in:

Please check appropriate school year: (1) 1971-72__
(2) 1970-71__
(3) 1969-70
(4) 1968-69

2. How many parent cducators huVL you erplored during each school year you have
(2-9) participated in the Florida liodel?

1968-69 1970-71
1969-70 ] , 1971-72

3. During cach of these schesl years, how many parent educators dropped ocut of
(10-17) the progran irregas dl ss of the reason.

19658-69 i970-71
1969-77 1971-72
4. How many of the owiginal group of parent educators that you employed cduring

(18-25) your first year in the Florida Madel continued to be employed in the project
as parent educators during the following school years?

1968-69 _ 1970-71
1969-70 1971-72
S. Hew many parent edvcators obtained high school diplomas as a result of their

(26-33) participation in the Froride Follow Tnrouzh program during the following
school years?

1965-69 1976-71
196¢ -70 1971—72__
6. How many parent aducators vhe already had a hich school dinlona took coliege
——— Lo 1 &
(35-48)  courses as @& rosult of their pasti ciprtien in the Florida Follow Through




7.

(50-57) following school years?

8.

(58-63)

10,

(67-70) project?

11,
(1-2)

12,

(3-4)

13,

(5-6)

14,
(7-8)

O

LRIC

progran as a paront educatsr? Pleuse indicate the nusber of such parent
educators and the wunber of college senester credit hours tazken during the
following schenl years:
¢
No. of No, of sesmester
PE!'s credit hours
1968-£9
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72

How meny parent cducators have Lh:ngcd their housing patterns during the
Exarple: !ade major changes in their original
home, or moved tc o new home and/or ncighborhood?
1968-63 1970-71

1962-70 1971-72

Have parent educctors' salaries incrcasnd since your pragram first entered
the Floridn lodel? Please indicate the amount of increase from the be-
ginning of the project to the current schoo1 yoar.

To § monthly

From § _monthly
(Average current salary)

(Averaze berinning yeer zalary)

heot monthly sa2lary a parent educator has received since the
he project? § per ronth.

What was the average age of the parent educators at the bheginning of the

At the present time?

How rmany parent educators have beceme teacher's aides in non-Follow Through
classrooms since the beginning of the project?

How many parent educators have beccne teachers since the beginning of the
project?

How many parent educators have entered teacher education programs?

Give the name rough parents before
oyce

cnt educators vho
bzing erpl ac

were Follow Th
ch chzet if necessary

)

s S
ed. (att




® |
15,  Give the n
(9-10) (attach sh

. i F JR B R T . P oL S TN s ln oy aygn A
cmes of pavent educators who are still Follew Through parsnts.

see 1f necessary)

— e S et

16. Have the number of male parent educators that you employ in the project
(11-12) increased since your first year of operation?

From To
(no. first year) (no. current year)

O

..ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Form B
Parent Educators APPENDIX 11

INSTITUTE FOR DRURLOYIEIT OF MMNAN RESOURCES
Collave of Dducation
University of Florida

4
We are gatharing the following inforpation so that we can assess changes
in the Follcw Through Program.

Your name 1s needed for purposes of proper statistical treatmznt of the
data. There are no right or wrong answers to the quastions so do not hesitate
to angwer them honestly and fully. Please do not hesitate to secure the
assistance of your coordinator if you need help in completing this form.

NAME

Date

School Grade Level

Community

1. Race or ecthnic group - (circle one): (1) White (2) Black
(1) ' (3) Chicano (4) Indian

(5) Other (specify)

2. Sex (circle): (1) Male (2) Temale

(2)

3. Age lzst birthday

(3-4)

4, Marital status: (1) unmarried (2) rmarried (3) divorced

(5) (4) separated (5) widowecd

5. Date first employed as parent educator

(6-9) (Month) (Year)

6. Have you been continvously employed as & parent educator during the regular
(10) school year since that date? (1) Yes (2) o

7. If you have dropped out of the program as a parent educator, please
explaln dates and detrailz invoived.

sl v of pnpasience as a parent adacator.
- . - .



-2 -

9, The hiphest prade level of vour ceducation before beceming a parent educator.
. (13~13) (Circle the hichest srade level of your educatlon before becoming a parent
‘ educator and indicote what vear you complated {t.)
(1) Completed eivhth rrade or lees
(2) Some high schiool, but ¢id not graduate
(3} Completed high schuol
(4) Corpleted some college, but not t 10 years
(5) Completed two vears of college
(6) Completed more than two years of college, but not 4 years.
(7) Completed four years of colleqe What yr?
10.___ The highest grade level of your educatlion since becoming a parent educator 1s?
(16-18) (Circle the highest grade level of your education since GSecoming a parent
educator and indicate what year you corpleted it.)
(1} Completed eighth prade or less
(2) Some high school, but did not graduate
(3) Completed high school
(4) Completed some college, bur not tuwo years
(5) Compieted two years of collepe
(6) Completed more than two years of collegre, but not 4 years.
(7) Completed four vears of college Vhat yr?
1l.____ The highest grade level of education that vour father completed: (Please
(19) circle answer) :
(1) Completed eishth grade or less
(2) Some high school, but did not graduate
(3) Completed hiph school
(4) Completed some collegs, but not two years >
(5) Completed two years of college
(6) Completed more than two years of college, but not & yeaars.
(7) Cormpleted four years of collepge °
12, The highest grade level your mother completed: (Please clircle answer)
(20)
' (1) Completed eighth grade or less
(2) Some high school, but did not graduate
(3) Completed high school
(4) Completed sone college, but not two years
(5) Completed two years of colleze
. (6) Completed more than twe years of college, but not 4 years.
(7) Completed four years of collepe
-]
13. Vhat was yvour father's maln occupation? +(Re specific. For example:
(Zl) owner of small restaurant, assembly line worker, construction)
l4.____ What was your mether's main occupation? (Be spzcific., Tor example:
( (22) telephone operator, housewlfe, domestic.)
15.  that was vour occupation prior to particirating in this project? (Be
(23) specific,  Fefr erpuple:’ domestle, housewife, telephone operator.)

~ o .
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L . . .
16. Since becoming a pavent educator heve your housing conditions changed?
(”0-27) (Please anwior thc Follawing quastions)

Since becoring @ pavent cducwtor, have you: (1) continucd to live in
(Circle choice) the same house
¢ ' (2) moved to a different
' house, or houses

If your house is the same, have you made made major changes such as
painting, repairs, new furniture, appliences, etc. (Circle choice):
(1) Yes (2). Mo

If you have moved to a different house, or houses, is the house that
you live in now (Circle choice):

. (1) better than your old house
(2) about the same as your old housc
(3) poorer than your old house

If you have moved to a different house, or houses, is the neighborhood
that you live in ncy (Circle choice):

(1) better than your old neighborhood
(2) about the sone as yvour old neightorhood
(3) poorer thun your old neighbtorhood

17. How many children did you have prior to becoming a parent educator?

(28-25Y

18. How meny children do you have now? i

(30-31) )

19. How many credit cards did you own prior to becening a parent educator?

(32) (no. of credit cards
20, How many credit cardsz do you now own?

(33 (no. of credit cards)

21.  _ vhat education has been made available to you since becoming a parent
(24) educator? (Plecase c1ru1 sanswer)

(1) College courses

(2) Basic education courses

(3) Refresher high scheol courses
(4) Refresher basic college courses
(5) GED exam .

(6) Other (specify)

ERIC . ... L A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



23.
(3(‘)‘.-.‘)

24-

(38

25.

40y

26.
(41)

27.

(42-%83

~~ Y
2l

-

i

f

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Hos vour knosledpe in the following

areas incvoeased

significantly as a rosult

of your hﬂ1nn 1n the Follew Throush progran?  (Check yes or no)

Availability of medical, social and dental services (1) Yes (2) No
Legal assistsnce to low income persons (1) Yes (2) Mo
Workmen's comnpensation (1) Yes (2) No.

Do you speal: school type English better &5
in Follew Through? (Circle answer)

(1) No better
(2) A little better
(3) Much better

a result of your having

participated

Do you dress differently now than you did prior to becoming a parent educator?

(Circle answer)

(1) Mo (2) A little better (3)
(.

Has your attitude about understanding and manag

have beccone a parent educator? (ClTLl“ "nswer)

(1) No (2) Changed a little (3)
tlas your attitude about understancing uxnd nanag
the folliowing arcas since you have bacome a paren
appropriate answer follewing each aresa, using ¢
1-No; 2-Changed a little; 3-Changed 2 grsat d
(42} Reasoning i 2 3
(43)____ Sparnking 1 2 3
(44)____ Talking 1 2 3
(45)____ Explaining why 1 2 3
(46)__ Asking what their

problens are 1 A 3

ther (specify)

Much better

ing children changed since you

Changed a great deal

ing your cwn ch11dren changed in
ent cducator? (Circle the

he following choices:

eal.)

Have you taught the following school zctivities

to your children at nome?

(Circle Yes or No for each activity)

(47) }eaa1ng books to your children (1) Yes (2) No

(48‘ Talking more with your children (1) Yes {2) Yo

(49) llorking with your childyeon (1) Yes {2) o

(50) Playing with your childre: (1) Yes (2) No

Were you an wetive PAC momber {pitending oectings and puarticipating reguiarly)
bafara becoming a PE? (Circle answar) (1) Yes  (2) No



. 30. IL ) , h""' neny -/-5.,7.. wore
(52) a Pn—«‘ﬂt ecncuator?  (Civels

:‘ QU un a0
b ~
it ;

tve 3
L of yours) 102 34

31, Were you an accive classroaon volunioer just Lefore becoming a pareat
(53)  educator? (Circle snswar) (1) Yes (2) ™
[
32, If yos, apps sgstim .:c*y hew rany days did you vork as a classroon volumtuor
(54-03) during th. following n:l 20l years:

196862 | 1970-71
1969-70___ 1971-72

®
Q
ERIC . |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Pleaze retiivn this questionnaire as soon as possible, and no later
)

APPLEDIN 1

nstitute for Develorient of hoan Resources
Collc,v u Bducation
University of Florida
Gulovavitle, Floridy 32801

PROJECT PQLLOW TR

Questionnaire

c*
-
=
(4]
o

Septecuber 30, 1972, to:

Mrs. Betty Bozler

College of Education
University of Florida

520 Weil Hall

Gainesville, Florida 32601

I. These questions only concern activities during the 1971-72 schocl year.

How many tasks did parents write during the 1971-72 school year?

(give numher).

How did vou inforw your purents of PAC mectings?

Parents were generally given an agoenda:

/- 1 or 2 vecks prior tu cach uweeting or
2 - at the meoting ) oT
'3, . not at aill or

o .other (plense explain)

Have any of your PAC members either acting individually or as private
groups had contact with the school adninistraztion or the school board?

Yes No
If so, please indicated the c11cv* stances surrcunding cach neeting
and the number and the nature of the persons involved.

(please use anothor sheot of papei If necessary).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TI, List the

nmeetings.

o . . : I \ .
w.7} Column A = Give the date of eoch citv-wide #AC mewtin, during the
’ ’ 1971-72 school year.
L
. . Vo . . . ol
Coluan B -~ Give the main activity of that mecting. v
Coluan € - Give the total nuabzv of parents attending that meeting., .~
VW
Column D - Give the total number of teachers and parent cducators -
attending that meecting.
Column A Colurm B Colwnn C Column D
City-wide PAC City-iide PAC Main Total No. Total No. of
Meeting Dateos Activity of Parents Teachers § FEs
2.
3.

6.




Chty -Wide Al City-Wide PAC Madn Total No, Totul Mo, of
secting bates Activity of Purents Teachers § Tha

B e e e e —
[ ]
8.
9.
10.
Use back of this form if move space is needed.
ITT. List the follewing information abaout ™ini" or "sub'™ PAC meetings durlag

the 1971-72 school vear.

Column A - Give the none of each "mini' or

the 1971-72 school wvear.

sub” PAC arpeinted during

Column B - List the dates ¢f all "mini' PAC necotings.

Column C - List the main activity of euch of these meetinas.

Column D - List the nurber of parents attending each of the meetings.

Column E - List thc numb»r of teachers and PEs atternding each of thosc
meetings.

Column A Colunn B Columnn C Colurn D Columnn E

Nawe of cach Dates of Main Activities Parents attend- Teachers & PLs
: 1 rest] in

Hini PAC Yeetings  of ing cach nesting attending meeting

1.

1. 1. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2. 2
. 3. 3. 3. 3.
, 4. 3. g,
5. A, 5. .

i ~ -
O, . 0. .

- : .

A ) .. I

E[{I(j { ' }: ' | b,

1.

(RSN~ RN I o N ¥

)
B
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Usc back of this forix for otier "mini" PAC mcotings.

IV. List the following infornation about City-Wide PAC committees.

ares of every Citw Wide PAC committec.

w3

Column A - List the

s s
Vi oA
"1 C8

of cach meeting held by that Cicv

jan

Colurn B - List the

.....

o

ct
(8]

T
2
(@]
(@]
i
»
or
~+
Lot d
<
o

Coluan C - List the mein activiityr of that moeting.

Columm D - List the aticndance.

O
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V. List below the Yollowing information about 1071-72 "mini” cr "sub”
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Column C - Li~t the main activitics of these meetings.
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1. @ Th
apnropriate svace:
. . RAPRR N . . T ¥ TN P
We have already sent our By-Lows .

We arc now sending our by-laws { .

2. Please attach a ceny of the summary sheet record
parental participation in tho Follow Throug
(NOTE: DO NOT include records of parent-educa
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APPERDEY 11

FOLLOM Thnausi!

Teacher Confurvnce Guide

¢ Date

1. Teacher interprotvs the HER and PENR data collected by PE.

Yes No ' Unable to “ate

If no, indicete specific course(s) of action agreed upon.

2. Teacher plans with PE for a home visit,

Yes No Unoble to Rate

Hh

If no, indicate snecific course(s) of action egreud uncn,

i
2

3. Tgther develops taslhs with the assistance of PE,

Yes Mo Unable to Hate

If ro, indicote specific course(s) of acrion agreed upon,
s ! 4

4. Teacher plans with the parent educator for classrocn instructionsl
activities (e.g.: goes over daily lussen plans and helns PE learn
teaching skills).

Yes Mo Unable to hate

I€ no, indicate speeific coursa(s) of action agreed upon,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



s -~ '~ - Al -~ -~ e ~ e g em e -
5. ssupervises the poroat cducator's classreon instrucstionel
actiLvitices.,
- ] 1. - o
Yes Mo Unable to Rate

A

If no, indicate specific course(s) of action agrced upon.

6. Teeacher knows the purpese and nature of the Follow Through Program
in her particular school.

Yes Mo Unuble to Rate

o3
©
0o
i
]
[y]
on
-
5
o]
o3

If no, Indicate specific course(s) of actio

7. Teachur coinmunucates with PE (e.g.: considers her comments and
suggestions),

Yes Mo Unzble to Rate

If no, indicate specific course(s) of action agread upon.

8. Vhat are this teacher's strong points in working with PE's?

9. Are thoere arees in which this teacher needs te improve in working
DEs?
Lo
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Parent Lducator
[ ]

Teacher

1.
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FOLLOY fHPOLTH

dluzntor Conference fuids

e lld a VAV RS

PE administers the HER, IFM

Yes

No Un

If no,

PE plans with the teacher

Yes

indicate specific co

PE develeops tasks with the

Yes

Mo Un

If no,

PE nlans with the teacher
instruects individuals and g

indicate specific cou

»

f

dircction.

Yes

No Un

If no,

indicate specific co

F, and the PEWR,
able to Pate

~

urse(s) of action agreed upon.

for 2 henme visit,

assistance of the tcacher,

able to Rate

rse(s) of action agreced upon,

4

or classreon instruction and
groups in clu:sr00ﬂ under teacher's

able to Patc

arse(e) of action agreed upon.
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Yes T2

If no, ifdicate snecific

PE kncws the purpose and
in her particular school

[

Yes hte}

Unable to Nato

coursefs) of action agread upon.

nature of the Follow Through Progran
and her role in it.

Unable to Rate

If no, indicate specific course(s) of action agreed upon,

.
Teacher has beon zble to devote more

DR KR FAPY . . . £+ >
individual Lhizln as a2 result of the PR's

Jnable to kate

indicate specific course(s) of

PE has shoun initiative in helpin
Yes ne linable to Nate
1f no, indicoto shecific courseln) of a

acticn agreed

time to purilg who necd
J

the classroon.

upoit,

of action agreed upon,

ins in the classrcon.
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11, Are there aveas in which this PE needs to inprove?
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Consultant's Home Visit Observation Report

Gordon Creenwood, Betty Bozler, Nancy Bear

4

The purpose of this instrument is to determine whether or not the
parent educator engages in certain behaviors when making a home visit
and in completing the PEWR. In order to use this instrument, the
consultant should ask both the teacher and the parent educator to provide
him with the following prior to going on the home visit: (1) copies of
last week's and this week's tasks; (2) the numbers of the Desirable
Teaching Behaviors that they feel are appropriate to this week's task; (3)
information on how much time they spent in planning for this week's home
visit. It will be necessary for the consultant to have his own copy of
the PEWR and he may find it helpful to take the PEWR manual along with him,

Having obtained the above information, the consultant should use this
instrument as follows. First, the parent educator should alert the mother
in advance that a consultant working with the Follow Through Program at
school, Mr. , will be coming in with her during the next home visit
to observe the parent educator doing her job. Second, immediately after
the home visit the consultant should summarize the parent educator's
behavior on this instrument. Thicsd, after the home visit, the consuitant
and parent educatcr should sit down together and, without talking to one
another, independently fill in a PEWR on the home visit. The consultant
should then compare his PEWR item by item with that of the parent educator
and ask her about any differences that exist and make item adjustments in
his PEWR if the parent educator makes a convir.cing case.

The parent educztor's performance will be scored as follows. A total
of ten points are possible if the parent educator successfully performs all
possible behaviors under each number. If the consultant does not consider
a certain behavior appropriate to the home visit (e.g.: having the mother
role nlay the task back), he should draw a line through it to indicate that
it doszs not apply in this particular situation.



P

Date

Consultant

Cormmunity

Cirections:

Check

'yves' or "no" as wm.nropriate for each 1tem.

1. In asking«the mothering one about last week's task, the parent educator
gathered sufficient data to fill in the PEWR items on:

yes, no
yes, no
yes, no
yes, no
__yes, no
yes, no

2, The parent

yes, no
’es, no
yes, no

3. Did the parent educator adapt the task?

yes, no

yes, no

yes, no

_Yyes, __nho

yes, - 1o

yes, no

Whether task was attempted
Child's success

Chiild's interest

Task's importance

Task's level of difficulty
Who presented task

Time spent teaching task
Time child snent doing task

educator presented this veek's task to the parent by:

telling
demonstrating
having mother role play task back

yes, no

If "yes'" was the adaptation apnropriate?

If '"no" should the task have been adanted? (Consultant
should discuss reasons for adapting or not adapting with
parent educator and teacher before marking item,)

Did the narent educator smend an adequate amount of planning
time with the teacher nrior to the home visit?

If "no' was the iradequate planning at least partly the fauit
of the parent educator?

Did the parent educator discuss in detail the last PAC meet-
ing with the parent and/or tell the parent about the next PAC
meeting (discuss agenda, transpc-tation, time and place}?

Did the parent educator obtain suggestions about new tasks

from the parent?



-3 -

yes, no If "yes', did the narent educator attempt to get the parent
to expand on the task idea?

yes, no If "yes", did the parent educator write down the parent's
task suggestions and exnlain them to the teacher?

7. ']
yes, no Did the parent educator attemnt to relate to the mothering
one in a warm, friendly, and prsitive manner?

8. VWhat Desirable Teaching Behaviors did the teacher and parent educator
agree were appropriate to this week's task (write down numbers from
attached list of Desirable Teaching Behaviors).

that Uesirable Teaching Behaviors did the narent educator both
demonstrate and explain to the mother (write down numbers from attached
list of Desirable Teaching Behaviors).

9. After the consultant and the parent educator independently £ill in PEWRs
on the home visit and discuss differences in marking, the consultant
shouid place a checkmark (on his copy of the PEVR) beside any item that
the parent educator marked inaccurately and attach his copy of the PEWR
to this instrument.

10.

. yes, _ no Were there other behaviors that the parent educator should have
engaged in that were essential to the effectiveness of the home
visit or to filling in the PEWR that she failed to perform
(e.g.: faiied to discuss comnrehensive services when parent
indicated that she needed help or failed to find out whether
the mothering one visited school last week)? If "yes'" please
explain:




DESIRABLE TEACHING BEHAVIORS

These teaching behaviors should be incorporated into all teaching-
learning situatiorns, and not confined only to formal ''task-time".

1) Elicit questions from the lecarner.

2) Ask questions that have more than one correct answer.

3) Elicit more than one-word answers from the learner; encourage the

. learner to enlarge upon response and use complete sentences.

4) Praise the learner when he does well or even takes small stens
i the right direction. Let.the learner know when he is wroﬁg,
but do so in a positive or neutral manner.

5) Get the learuer to evaluate or make judgments or choices on the
‘basis of evidence and/or criteria, rather than by random guessing,
chance, luck, authority, etc.

6) Give the learner time to think about the problem; don't be too
quick to help.

'?) Give the child some time to familiarize himself with the task
materials. Before procecding into a structured learning situation,

give the learner an introduction or overvicw.




The Purdue Elementary Problem Solving Inventory

may be obtained from:

Dr. John F. Feldhusen
Division of Education
Purdue University
West Lafayette, Indiana 46205
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Cincinnad
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School . Date

Community Grade Sex Pace

Task Initiation: (Circle proper rating)

2. Miniral contact: No real involverant
. - . b 1 sy s ) H e e
but withdrew. Child knocked $igure
x .y . e e v ~y 3 g o 3 . 1 .- 1. .~ e 73 frrae . el e IRPIE R |
3. Initinvicn but minimal imvo . Child moves figures sbout randon?
but no orgenization, (Child fizures dovn - no syste  Tic nlay

4. Initicvion - high organized sotivity., Child

HE
. . N -
pairs &1l aninals o by osides Onild groups oIgures
H [ - by grare 3 R spm e (et ST T R - “ Y o - ~ A o -3 guye
and puts then inside barricade. Child vuts figures on tep of cne another.
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APPENDIX 11

e Pyeaviay d a1
-.ll.’ll-'_ SOl Lo van

{
VOO ddve Ohosuervation Tor

The parvpose o o Sl Live Gosevvation Fovio s tor (1) swe how a
tencher  (T) end gavent oducaitor (PB) work together in plamnning a leavning
<
aovivivy that will Do usecd by a wother (M) and hev child (C) as a home task;

(2) sce how the Py discusssa and perfoums this task with a mother so that
she can 4o the Task with hwew child; and, (3) see how a mother and child work
togother, A vidcdtape recording is made of each segment of the home visit
¢ycle and cach szznont of the cycle is observed using one of the sections

D oelia T ] Saea 0
ol tiic FECE Live COiservae

ion Form. Section A 1s used to observe the T and

PC working together; Section B is used to observe the PE and M working together;

Scction € is used to obsarve the M and € working togetner.

Szetion A

ction A of the MICE Live Observation Fom is used to ¢bserve teachars

and parent educators working togeiher plauniag a home visi The session is
divided into thvez sezments: (1) discussion of last week's visit; (2) discussion
ok's visii; and, (3) performing this week's task. The threc segnents

¢o not necessarii, have to occur separately but arc separated for ease in

™ ..
PToCanlrd

inere ave twe pases to Scction A, Cowplete the top of the first page

. Yoo ; g yeng .1 Y ey eyt Y er M o9 e “q Eaqe
enteving the dnte v &re chaerving the VT recording.  The fivst page vefers
Lo the dlzcunsion of Jane oweckis visit,  thie discussion can occur at any time

. wicing theo antice piaoning snssion. TI sacond pape reflers to the discussion

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



H ' i Pt . 1

[ VVLSLL e us "}'JT.('u'l.':‘ 0y i it sl

.y . - 1 .
I B Tt PRI A VLIPSO SR S o TSI B B AR i‘f',‘\‘ sovecs] thees o ta o sura (.]j‘u(_tl)

.
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ot vhe sovendd poges Senncate prages Do this weell's and Tesit week's ovisit
. T OIS Ty RN I ", o st P TP T, A PRPISN MY
L2 SerT eaee I ghnurvalion only ana do not noceLLoeraly dirdn hat eoeh vaslt
Gl le He canod sonarately
should bo descussed separacely.

session the last home visit is mentioned,

=
-
=
o
o
I

check "yes;" if not, check "no " The T and Pi do not necessarily have to
discuss the visit in any detail in order for this item to be checked. Forx

exaple:

+

T: “iow was your last visit to dMrs. Brown?"

PE: "All '""qu.'_

This week we will use the Animal Task." .

Iteu 51 would be checked "yes,'" cven though the T immediately want on to

discuss this week's visit. If, however, the T and PE continue to discuss the

last visit vecord the item numbers of the PUKR that are mentioned. For

T: "Did he enjoy the task?" - PEWNR item #42 would be listed.

T: "Did he have any difficulty with it." - PEWR item #45 would be listed.

Hy

1
T: Did you ask the motner for any suggestions for a uture task?" -
PEWR itezm #81 would be listed.
NOTE: It is possible to have the "yes' checked and have no PEWR items recorded.

Referring to the first exampla above, since the teacher never went on to discuss

WR itams would be listed. However, it is not possible

=
o
o
%]
ct
¢
(&)
o
"
-
w
-
o
wn
-
ct
-
~
2
o
~q
~
r‘
phd

- . s Py bk T M ey 2 o~ k.. 1 > 4 PR K
o nave o PEWR-itom listed without ©

RITOL st s
Lo ! yes bei. N

o~ A1 32 T R S YOy SR P VY YT e e e o e e !
Choeck 18 either the T reguosts or the PE reports any problews she
- P S TS S . .4 . T, 197 req ey T Uy e e L P T TR I T
SO UT D T toachingg tae oot otasd. Ploase nolte fiRal This quoestilon periaans
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I uid PESAL AR NOPA N PR S N30 § SUNE I ST CHE 1 T this tusk to dMis. Johnsont -

T N T UL AP T § SR
Ticw Zoot would be Chcchod "yed,

1wt a 'sei' woas?'" - Itewm 2.2 would

1322 . Pt vim Miemeem 2 B a el aeme deesan,t )
Piis Yhvs. brown aion't understand i

Pil: "There wos & lot of noise in the roum duving the session.' - Itenm

2.ay vould be chocked '"no.M

-~

Iten 2.b) Check if either the T requests or the Pi reports any possible

vaviation that could have been usad in teaching the mother because of a problem

L3

in widerstanding the task material. This question is designed
T and PE discussing how the problem might have been solved. Thercfore, this
item, number 2.b. cannot be checked unless nuaber 2.2} above is checked also.

cxamnle:

-

(&)
*
o

35 she would understand what a 'set' is if we made a chart to

[}

illustrate it." - Iteam 2.b) would be checked "yes."

T: {(Note:  The last task concerned pets and the mother could not under-
~2

stand how an elephant could be a pet,) “Perhaps, you cun explain to Mrs.

hat in other countries, such as India, a boy could have an elephant

jtem 5.0 Check if the T or PE nmention developing a task which uses a previous
tack a8 a basis. This quastion, if checked, indicotes that when the T and PE
Al - .1 ;‘.l-..l..ﬂ_ R e N U":“"' e Ll e 4.“..'._1 1""1‘11"“ '-ll"' .‘.-.:0..-. 4o t0 t ~ Y
Tandl SALILTC CaBRS ey LT SANG Coa Waveridl lLarnea AR Prioid vasas tCaci

PUTLUDG W SR e & UTaSe 01 TTa4lal innps as u Toliow ou
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[tem 5; Space is provided for any comments which the observer might wish
to note. He should put down anything that he feels will help in the analysis
of this instrument. In other words, this space is usod to mention anyvthing
which the @bserver thinks will not be shown by just looking at the instruwment
itself. )

For example, if '"a" is marked in number 7, below, he might wish to
explain why there was no role-playing, such as the T talked gxclusively
in explaining the task and then had the PE talk exclusively in explaining

the task back to her.

Role Playing

fa) An "a" should be recorded if therc was no role-playing. This
occurs if the T just tells the PE what to do, or if she just demonstrates
what to do, or if she explains what to do and then has the PE explain it
back to her.

(b) A 'b" should be recorded when the T takes the role of the
teaching one and the PE takes the role as tho learner. They actually
perforin the task as the PE will do it when she takes the task into the ﬁome.

(c) A "c¢" should be recorded when the PE takes the role of the
teaching one and the T takes the role'of the lcarner. 1n other words, the
PE acts as she will when she goes into the home and the T acts as the mother
might act.

The letters should be recorded in the order of their occurrence.
If therc is an "a" there should be no other letter. Some examples are,
but not limited to: "6, '"c", '"b-c'", "c-b", '"b-c-b", "c-b-c'", etc.

should be marked in the appropriate column. It there was an opportunity to



do a behavioral category, but it was not done, a minus sign (-) should be
placed in the appropriate column. Tt a behavior did not occur because there
was no opportunity or it was inappropriate for the particular task, the
space shou%d be marked with a zero (0).

For example: If the T says "In this task we are going to

look at pictures of places and talk about where you would

like to go best'", a plus (+) should be put in the "T does"

column for ""Gives brief overview of task."

If instead of the above the T immediately says, “Here are

- pictures, tell me about them." a minus (-) should be placed

in both "Gives learner time to familiarize himself with task

materials'" and "Gives brief overview of task."

If the task does not contain any unfamiliar facts, concepts

or jargon, then that space should be marked with a zero (0).

. \
BTN [EYPPRTE T

e
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pevicitted and encourageds oy, i€ the dircctions for the tesk or exanploes

ave read divectly as they ave stated on the shoet, a” minus 1s ploced in

the appropriate coluans.

2. Gives briefl overview of task.

The overview wust occur at the beginning of the teaching of this weelk's

tack. This item is 4 bri_g tatement of vhat the task entails and what is

going to be done.

For cxample: T: "This task is called ‘Where would you

like to go.' Ve arc going to look at se& veral pictures and

discuss what they are ﬂnl what you like about the places they

show,"

MNote: Just giving the title of

the task is not enouzh to be an overviesw.

3. Gives the learncr tinme to familiarize himself with the task materials,

This item includes describing the materiazls to the learnzr, allowi
time to look at time. If approprizte, allewing him time to pick them uy

examine them. Usually, theoxe will be & short period of silence in which

learner can acquaint himself with the materials. This item will also occur

before the task is actually tzught. In most cases, it will be just after the

brief overviaw,

' 3 LI . M s o I - UL of Y - -
For example: After the T gives the brief overview above,

.. VY o~y [ I P 3. Cre Ay e

saya, "Ploase take your timo and exenine these piotnros
: 4 )

you sre thoeounh, tell me yhnt ds oin ench oonel!
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Four exaopie:  Inoa T-P0 planaing scssion:  To Mliave you,
Mrs. Johason, ever visited a perk like the one in this picture?™

or, Pil:  "The children will enjoy this.task on pets as we just had

o field trin to the zoo.

§. Couwimcints on the soapropriztensss of task for d particular child,
ARG > )

This item will be marked when cither the T or the PE remarks on why a

for a spocific child us opposed to all the children in general.

POUEE SR

[aR

ou

’-L
7
,.
3

[=3

w

)

>

This item includes comzent <a why the hould be modified because of

[od
w
w
o
'.r.

For example: T: "Johnuy, will like this picture of the play-
ground as I know that the stops at one everyday on his way
hoxe from school."
or . PE: MPerhpes 1 should leave this picture of 2 church out vwhen 1
take the task to Cnar's home as he is of the Islam faith.”
Note: In most cases, a certain child will be referred to by name.

)
€.a) Gives reason for delng . task,

A plus will be marked whopever a reason is given for why the task is

heing given. This reason may pertain to the class in general or to a specific

For cxampio: T: “Todoy, we will plen a task which will give
e cxoonn opportunity to express thamsolves aad to use

' or PR MThie tash gives b lezracr aogowd oppovtunity to use his

ERIC
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for Jdoing the tusk, a positive, primecy roesoen should be given to the learner.

¢ For example: T: Mo will this tast to Johnny because

n2

11.s reading.' A ninus is norked,

—

he nceds help with
A better way to express this rcason is:

oired to give Johnny a chance to utilize

~i
-1
-
v
wn
‘—L
&
w
o
v
7]
(49
o
W
[N
c3

the reading skills he is learning 'in class." A plus is marked.
Notc: ©6.b) will be left blank unless 6.a) is marked, However, if 6.a) is

navked, there nust be a merk in 6.b).

/

ts, concepts and "jargon" included in the task.

=h
)

o
Ca

7. Clarifies

If there are any unfamiliar or techaical terms included in the task
content which the learner does not understund, these terms must be explained.
A space is provided to record wihat the unfamiliar term vas,
For example: T: "This task conccrns sets. A set is a grouping
of itcms into catagories according to some ccwron characteristic.”

A plus is placed in the appropriate column and the vork "set' is writtoen

Another example is: PE: "This task entails visual tracking."
If that is all that is said, @ winus will be placed in the appropriate

colunn and the term "visual tracking' is writicn on the line.

a the task material which

o

Mote: That if there is no fazct, concept, or jargon

0 e A . R
8. Relate. tiis tusk te f provicus ong,

Tivis Jfom 13 l..!.n;.".l wLth o ‘U;.?.n PO S S R S tash 1y Tod IRt oty Srasaad

o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10

) . Rl < . . [P | M 1y . . .. . ey e e .
AR e oabiowss oo ains orasthodn dnosone wov o an o extenston of o
IR S y L . .

pevioi eac.

A N ™ o b - e 1.

HOL. Foooaaz, that this 1o noet the rersen for doinn the tosk,

counting,

,__.
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tainee

tash i1l be on addition."

9. Dotails Proceduraos.

step-by-step directions of what is to be done, or

han

This item occurs w

vhat 1s done is given. To detall procedures might take the place of number
2, a bricf overview, if it is done at the beginning of the task. However,
unlike the brief overview, procedures might be detailed at anytime during

the task.
"First you will look at the pictures, then
two

I will ask you to describe them, then I will ask you to pick

which you like then..."

10. Details Questions.

occurs, when specific questions to be asked given, The

actual wording of the quéestion must be given and not just a general direction

to ask a certain kind of guestion.

For example: T: "Ask him, ‘¥hich of these pictures do you
2

like the boest?'  Then ask him, 'vny do )ou like this picture?!

Then ask hin, 'Where have you seen a place like this?"

However  Not T: "Be sure to ask him questions about these pictures

which have wore than one right answer." A plus would not be

crs Lo may divectlomyvhich were not originally inchuded



11

hote: Thot o tash con alioes hoe owtonded in sonn way.,
For exempier T "hy Johuny findshes with these pictuves,

he oy hoeep them cnd coloy them and pexhups write a sentence

, :
underneath zach picture describing it."
or PE: "Maybz wnen he is done with these pictures, he can look

through scre magainzes and find other pictures of places he

would like to visit."

12. Mention PAC or Parent sctivity.

The parent should alwaiys be reminded of upcoming PAC meetings, last PAC
neeting should be discusse od, any comprehensive services which the family is

qualified for should be :entioned.

13, Inv1tcs to Classroon,

This diteomt entails more than just saving T: "Have Mrs. Jones visit
"'ypr PE: '"Please feel frce to drop in on the class." A definite
tire and date should be mzds for the parent to visit. T: "DBe sure to invite
HMrs, Jones to conme to tha school naxt Thursday.'" or PE: "Mrs., Brown has

Wodnesday morning free and 1 will ask hex to obsexve the class then.”

14, Creates o "ihet if" situction.
; © This itom only occurs vhen the teaching one and the learning one discuss
how the task will be tuught to a tiiird person. This item will be checked when a
bepothatical situation is created end possible solutions to the hypothetical
e discussoed belwern the T ownd L.
. For cinaplos T Yahoet 0311 you do 1f Jdobuey does not wvont to
soril from inis DoollY

ERIC
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o Wi Mgl e o 3 wel Mes, Drows b oshie slaes por undocstond
Lo closhoat 1y hooa pot?!
Yorperr Thot t:‘.(‘..‘j(‘- ”:l':.?l.‘.: P eyt nnriony S1TQ _(:'_)j:.‘ ZL_‘-'_‘L-‘Ut!‘.i::.'.i':'..'{l'f:‘, dcaling ‘_'j_:_h
teaciig tae tosk to soo oo olxe ead not all hypotheticals.

15, FElicits Ql“stlﬂ“ troas the Jedrner.

In this item, the T cncourages the learner to ask quastiors. That is
he creates a situation in which the lcarner fecls free to ask aucstions and
in which all sincere quastions are welcomed.

For example: T: "Do you have any questions concerning this

tusk?!
or . T: "Is there anything about this geme which ycu do not
understand?”

PE: "Yes, why are there only four correct comvinations?!
Note: That this item is not for when the 1, asks questions. The T must
initiate the situation in which the L asks questions; that is, he must prompt
the quaestion from the learncr.

For example: PE: "khy am I solving this task??!
Although the L asked question, the T had done nothing to elicite it; therefore,

this item would not he nmarked.

~

16. Asks questions that have more than one correct answer,

This itein is marked when the one acting as T asks a question which require

somz thousht before answerine., These are known as "opon-endad" questions
g i !

&

which lcad to one integrated interaction and involves the learner more fully

n interactien.

[
-
joud
o
—e

For exanple: 7T: "dhal ¢u you like wsbout this pietorc?®
oF T: Uiy ko oyou think birds fly south iu #he winter?™

ERIC
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[ 4
The chair is oaly one color oad thoretore theire was only one correct
way to ash this question.

Mote: ‘That this item never includes "yes'" and '‘'mo" questions.

17. FElicits movre than one-word enswers from the learnar,

This item is marked when T ask a question which requires the L to use
either phrases or sentences in answering. Thercfore, this item is never marked
for "yes" and "no" questions,

For example: T: '"What car you tell me about these pictures?"

o ._ . .
or "Fhy'do you like to do on rainy days?"

-t
Tee

An exuample of a "one-word" answer which would not be included in this

tde
' d
o)
ES
=
w
s

1&. Encourzees the learncys to enlarge upon responses.

This item is marked when the T prompts the L to expand on an answer that

o]

he has previously given. He encourages the learner to elaborate on what he

For example: T: "Tell me more about these pictures."
ar Tr "What else do you know about these animals."
or it YPlopts noed sunlight to grow.'

Voo Vel wiy dooyeuw thind, they neood sundigha”

ERIC
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suhjout-prodiccts sentonces rathoer than with one-word ox shorl phrase vespoiscs.

lsuzlly the way the guestioa or comawnd is phvasced will determine how it will

be answered.

For example: T: "Tell me about the zoo?"

4]
2]

"ell, there are lots of animals there. My favorite ones
are the monkeys and the lions."

If the T had asked:

T: "What animals are in the zoo?H
The PE most likely would have responded.
PE: 'Monkeys, lions, and tigers."
The former way of phrasing the question more easily lecads to the use of complete

sentences than the latter.

20, Praises the learner vhen he does well or even takes small steps in the

right direction,.

This item is marked when the T lets the L know he is doing well, or has

answered correctly. Usually the praise is only a short word or phrase such

A
as:

"Good'" "fine" or "that's right' However, it can be a long eluborate praise
such as:

T: '"that's very goed, Johnny, very, very, godd. My you are a

t¢: That for the purposes of this observation schadulce, no determination is
madc 2s to whethor the praice

oy 2

T odi¢ not really mean it, or pot. If any sort of attonpt is wade to praise, this



O
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rin Ptes ds omaelen s hen tho Logives pnodncorvect cesponne and the
i

corrects b but without criticisa or sarcasm.  The T should never say,

w
¢
"No, that's wrong."
Instead, 2 butter way of correcting 1is to say, "Are you
sure?! \\\\\
"lould you like to do that again?"
"Lets think about that a little movre."
for example:
T: "ihat color is this block."
L: "Red"
T: '"Lets book at it again."
. "Blue."
Thiz nathod of correctiag is superior to the T saying:

T: "“S8o, that block is blue."

22. Gets the learney to evaluate or make judgments or choices on the basis of

LRERAY

and/or criterin »other than by random guessing, chance, luck, authority,

This item is marked when the T invites the L in a situation where he

is requirsd to exszming certain facts or cvidenct ond deduce a proper answver.

cite evidence for his response.

i
=
de
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For exwspler T: "Khy do you think Billy will like this

PR UEocavse obnon thot everyday  after school he goes to
L olm o
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15ing the tastes just sa
strong)
this item but

ask above T:
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cf
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narxed

exact,

For examplec: 7T: YEhat type

PE:  "Sweetr."
T: ¥Good, how do you know that?®

it is similar to the picce

mpled as

SRR o8 1 S E TN
I." .

ii.e.,
crndy (sweo

. The weak ¢

doas

not carry it

What type of taste

of candy.”

vhen the T do2s follow through on this
gvidence or criteria vhich was used.

of taste does this ceke have "

Gives thz learner tims to think sbout the problem; not to quick to help.

“, FO
nis tuen

N .. 5
nyrecsadl
Cinz

2y Ve oy pees
[ RS

ng.

R RITTH

to allow tho L

is markad when the T encourages the lsal

the problen.

irsgioas rather

to think

-
befora



. Lodoos not venpond, P osives the Lotine (a fow seconds) to think about

the problem.  Then says

: "iell, vhat color is this particular block?"

o
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Role DPlaying
----.—-_—'-—__.__k._- . .
a) No vole playing
by P oas T, M oas L
N ious L
order of ovccurence

P

Does

PE Tclls'
M to Do

1.

1028 noT reuad extensively frou tusk sheet,

|
{
|
|
!
|
|

2. Oives briof overview of task.
3. Cives learner time to familiarize himself with the

task muterials.

Mokes vefercuce to learncr's and/or child's personal
e :

Gives reason for doing task.

wot remedial.

Clarifies facts, conceptis and “jargon" included in
the task.

7. Relates to previous task. l
8. ©Details procedurcs. . !

Datalls questions.

xtends cask.

(8]

11. Cives "what if" situations. ;
) b . 3 o ~ ~ PR R oy A ! '
12, GClicits gquestions from tng ledammer. i ‘
: :

- - ~ . PN ~ gy ‘

13.  asks guestions that have sore than one correct :

aaswerl.

iiicits more than onc-word answers from the learner.

!
!
15. tacourages the learner to calarge upon responses. !
1
!
. . ]
16. Encourayes learncr to use complete sentences. i
. . . i ! ]
17 #Praise the learner when he does well or even takes i i
small steps in the wight direction. l
3 P et o . K : { i
18, Lests the learncer know when he 1s wrong. i ;
Loos 30 ia a positive or neutral manner. |
vy FUe o, ty . . et R e 1 ' B
10, Gets thoe learncr to cvaluate or naxe judgeaent  Weak o X
o ozhoices on the basis of evidence and/ov ' ; —
criteria ote. Stroup ! ; !
— I :
;';"‘.".i':\.:;a edavaer Thee To waing abpunt the problow hot ; !
LOL QUi tu ki, : i ;
J— ! L
1. Sasber of thaees VIoturned 000 Gaia oi duvisn, scision : When: !
N ]
1 ]
i
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Reciprocul Category System

373 conslsta of ten verbal categocles, each of which can ba

Taz PCCE ¢
as3lznad to althar mother ox child talk, and five catagorias for other

o53ible evenzs., When verbal bahavior is observed as mother talk,its category
munber iz recordad as a two dizit numbar (00 through 09). Ia conrast,

wheo varbal behavior is observad as child talk, iis category.number iz
rozorded as a parallel two diglt number (il through 18). Some of the verbal

catosories have besn combinad for child talk; consequaatly thexe are ten

D tal% cntezories, eight child talk categeries and five genersl categories

i5 donre on ile RC3 Obsarver Record. The Information at

h2 tan is obtained from the aundio-tapa label. The edght boxes Ia the

sar left coxrer are to ba lafr blank. (The keypunch oparator us2s Them
laner.) A category numberc Is coded at least evexy threa seconds, All

4 regaedlass of length or brevity. If a
bahavior conzinues For cemae tizs, it ds only coded once evéry thrae seconds.
if tha beshavior changas bafor2 three s2c0nds, ebery bahavior 13

Y mesorrmn=
SOW2Y2T

conded,
[)
Q o
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